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Current Topics. 


The New Form of Oath. 

Tue rorm of the new oath, and the method of administeriag 
it, which have been sanctioned by the Lord Chief Justice for 
use in the courts of the King’s Bench Division, are given in a 
letter by Mr. F. A. Srrinazr to the Z'imes, and are reproduced 
elsewhere, and no doubt will be generally adopted. As Mr. 
Srrincer usefully points out, there are now really three distinct 
and concurrent forms of oath:—(a) the established ordinary 
[new] form of oath, which every person administering an oath 
for any purpose whatever is bound to use unless the person 
about to be sworn voluntarily objects, and desires some other 
form ; (6) the Scottish form of oath, which must be administered 
without question to every person who so desires to be sworn 
(Oaths Act, 1888, section 5); and (ce) the statutory right of every 
person sworn for any purpose whatever to be sworn in any form 
and manner which he may choose and define, and which he de- 
clares to be binding on his conscience (1 & 2 Vict. o. 105). 


Statutes Coming into Operation on January Ist. 

THE BEGINNING of the year marks the commencement of only 
three new statutes. These are the Trade Boards Act (9 Ed. 7, 
c, 22), the Cinematograph Act (c, 30), and the Oaths Act (c. 39). 
The Trade Boards Act provides for the establishment of trade 
boards for certain scheduled “sweated ’’ trades, with power to 
fix minimum rates of wages. Other trades can be brought in by 
provisional order. The Cinematograph Act prohibits cinemato- 
graph entertainments except on premises licensed for the pur- 
pose by the county council, and under regulations made by the 
Home Secretary. And the Oaths Act brings pressure to bear in 
favour of the new form of oath. The Electric Lighting Act (c. 34) 
and Asylum Officers’ Superannuation Act (c. 48) do not come 
into operation till 1st of April next, and the Assurance Com- 
panies Act (c. 49), which consolidates and amends the law re- 
lating to life assurance companies, not till Ist of July, except 
section 36, which contains provisions as to collecting societies 
and industrial insurance companies, This section and also all 
the other statutes of the past session are already in operation, 
save where the commencement depends on departmental regula- 
tions, as in the Naval Discipline Act (c. 41). 


Women Voters at a Parliamentary Election. 

Our careFuL and able correspondent, “Returning Officer,’’ is 
still in doubt as to whether he should take upon himself to 
reject at the polling booth a female voter who has got on the 
register. He now quotes section 82 of the Parliamentary Regis- 
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tration Act, 1843, which provides that “save as aforesaid [#.e., 
asking the statutory questions and administering the statutory 
oath] . . it shall not be lawful to require any voter to 
take any oath or affirmation . in proof of his right to 
vote .. nor to reject any vote tendered at such election 
by any person whose name shall be upon the register of electors,”’ 
except it appears, upon putting the statutory questions, that the 
claimant is not the person on the register, or has already voted, 
or refuses to answer. We venture to suggest that this pro- 
vision, so far as it is inconsistent with section 7 of the Ballot 
Act, 1872, to which we referred last week, is repealed by that 
section, and that section 7, when it says that every person whose 
name is on the register shall be entitled to demand and receive a 
ballot paper and to vote, but that nothing in the section is to 
entitle any person to vote who is prohibited from voting by the 
common law of Parliament, means that the procedure by ballot 
is not to be taken advantage of to enable a woman, disqualified 
by the common law of Parliament, to vote. That is to say, she 
is not entitled to receive a ballot paper, and the presiding officer 
has no right to hand her one. There does not seem to be any 
difficulty in his deciding that a claimant appearing in female 
attire is a person prohibited from voting, but no doubt if she 
were to don male garments for the occasion, an embarrassing 
question might arise. A valuable letter, which we receive 
shortly before going to press and print elsewhere, confirms our 
view. 

Forfeiture of Lease, 

THE DECISION of Daruina, J., in Dendy v. Evans (1909, 2 K. B. 
894), upon which we commented recently (ante, p. 126), has been 
affirmed by the Court of Appeal (ante, p. 151); but in the judg- 
ment of the Master of the Rolls there occur some observations 
which, as is pointed out by esteemed correspondents whose letter 
we print elsewhere, are calculated to introduce confusion on a 
point of law hitherto considered quite clear. A lessee had in- 
curred a forfeiture for breach of a covenant to repair, and an 
action was commenced by the lessor to recover possession. In 
the action the lessee applied for relief under the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881, and ar order was made granting the relief, and 


emphasizes the fact that by the commencement of the action 
the lessor has lost his security for rent, and hence, as a condition 
of an injunction, the lessee had to bring the rent into court, 
Apparently this was because the lease was at law at an end. 
But, however this may be, the view of Wieram, V.C., stated 
when he was considering the equitable rights of the parties, 
cannot prevail over the well settled doctrine at law that the 
issue of the writ by the lessor puts an end to the lease. The 
reason is clear. The lease is determined by re-entry, but actual 
re-entry is not required. “The bringing of the action of eject- 
ment is equivalent to the ancient entry ’’: Grimwood v. Moss 
(L. R. 7 C. P., p. 364, Wizes, J.). The issue of the writ 





shews a final election by the lessor to take advantage of the 
forfeiture, and to determine the tenancy, and since it is equiva- 
lent to re-entry, the term is at an end: Jones v. Carter (15 M. & 
W. 718). As our correspondents observe, the correctness of 
this view was recognized by the Court of Appeal in Serjeant vy. 
Nash, Field, d& Co. (1903, 2 K. B. 304), and we have no doubt 
that it must still be taken to represent the law. It was not 
necessary to raise the question in Dendy v. Hvans. Dar.ina, J., 
stated the law quite correctly when he said that the issue by 
the lessor of a writ to recover possession of the premises “ was 
equivalent to the ancient entry, and thus he elected to forfeit 
the term and to treat the lease as at an end.’’ But this did 
not, as he further held, interfere with the continued existence 
of the sub-lease, and the decision of the Court of Appeal might 
very well have been rested on the same ground. 


The New Rule for Service Out of the Jurisdiction. 

A FEW WEEKS ago (ante, p. 5) we discussed very fully the effect 
of the new rule (ord. 11, r. 84) extending the powers of the court 
to direct service of proceedings in foreign countries. It will be 
remembered that the rule, in the first place, provides that “ the 
court or a judge may direct that any summons, order, or notice 
shall be served on any party or person in a foreign country.”’ 
These words, if they stood alone, would clearly provide for the 
service abroad of originating summonses, orders, and notices. 
But the latter part of the rule says that “the procedure pre- 
scribed by ord. 11, r. 8, with respect to service of notice of a 





directing that the lessee should hold the premises according to 
the original lease, without any new lease. Subsequently the 
lessee sought to recover rent from an undertenant under an 
underlease made before the forfeiture, but the defence was raised 
that the underlease had been determined by the forfeiture of the 
head-lease, and had not been revived by the relief against the 
forfeiture, and that, consequently, the rent was not recoverable. 
Darina, J., admitted—as he was bound to do on the authorities 
—that the commencement of the lessor’s action had put an end 





writ of summons shall apply.to the service of any summons, 
order, or notice so directed to be served,’’ and this provision was 
in some quarters considered to confine the operation of the rule to 
the case mentioned in rule 8—namely (stated shortly), where 
notice of a writ is to be served in a foreign country which has 
made a convention with this country to that effect, in which case 
the notice is to be served through the Foreign Office. We gave 
reasons for holding that this narrow construction should not 
be adopted, and suggested that the new rule should read as 








to the original head-lease, but he held that the relief revived 
that lease for all purposes; or, more precisely, that the effect of 
the grant of relicf was that the forfeiture was to be deemed not | 
to have taken place at all. Hence the underlease was still | 
subsisting and the rent reserved by it was recoverable. This 
decision appears to have been perfectly correct, but in the Court 
of Appeal the Master of the Rolls took exception to the statement 
that the issue of the writ in the head-lessor’s action put an end 
to the head-lease. In his view the lease subsists after the com- 
mencement of the action until judgment, and if relief is granted, 
so that there is never judgment for possession, the original lease 
continues without break. This was sufficient for the purpose of 
affirming the judgment of Darina, J., and it was unnecessarv to 
express an opinion on the effect of the relief as regards an under- 
lease in a case where relief is given after the head-lease has been 
determined. 





Determination of Lease by Issue of Writ. 

IN EXPRESSING the opinion just referred to, Cozens-Harpy, 
M.R., relied on the judgment of Wicram, V.C., in Bowser v. 
Colby (1 Hare, 109), and he treated that judgment as shewing 
that the Court of Chancery did not regard a lease as determined | 
by the commencement of proceedings in ejectment for the for- | 
feiture. We should hardly have thought that Wieram, V.C., | 
intended to lay down anything of the kind, and at the page of | 
the report to which the Master of the Rolls refers (p. 126) he | 


| 
| 
| 


; Summons. 


follows :—‘ The court or a judge may direct that any summons, 
&c., shall be served on any party or person in any foreign 
country; and [if the service is directed to be made in a foreign 
country to which rule 8 applies, then] the procedure prescribed 
by rule 8 for service of notice of a writ of summons shall apply 
to the service of any summons, &c., so directed to be served.”’ 
We are indebted to the kindness of correspondents for the 
information that on the 7th ult., in a case of we W. S. Park 
(deceased, Henderson and Another v. Park and Others, betore 
Mr. Justice Swinven Eapy, where the executors of a will had 
taken out an originating summons for the purpose of determining 
certain questions arising in the administration of the estate of 
a deceased person, in which one of the parties interested was in 
Canada, an order was made under the new rule (ord. 11, r. 84) 
that the plaintiffs be at liberty to serve the said originating 
summons on the defendant A. B. at Saskatchewan or elsewhere 
in the Dominion of Canada, and the time for appearance to the 
said originating summons by the said defendant A. B. be within 
fifty days after the service upon him of the said originating 
n 3. Our correspondents rightly add that the new rule, 
and this interpretation of it, will be hailed with satisfaction by the 
profession. 


Trade Unions and Parliamentary Representation. 


Tur House of Lords delivered judgment, on the 21st ult., in 
the case of Amalgamated Society of Railway Servants Vv. 
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Osborne (Times, December 22nd), and held, affirming the 
Court of Appeal, that the respondent (plaintiff) was entitled to 
succeed in his action, and that the application of the trade 
union’s funds towards payment of members of Parliament was 
illegal, and must be restrained. The payments had been made 
under rules of the trade union, which provided for the estab- 
lishment of a fund “for the maintenance of Parliamentary repre- 
sentation,’’ the important clause being as follows :—“ All can- 
didates shall sign and accept the conditions of the Labour Party, 
and be subject to their Whip ”; “the executive committee shall 
make suitable provision for the registration of a constituency 
represented by a member or members, who may be candidates 
responsible to and paid by this society.”’ It was argued that 
these rules were wltra vires of the appellants’ powers as con- 
ferred by the Trade Unions Acts, and that, whether ultra vires 
or not, they were illegal as being against public policy and 
opposed to the spirit of the Constitution. These two arguments 
may be called the “ultra vires’? argument, and the “ consti- 
tutional’? argument. The appeal was heard by Lord Hats- 
purY, Lord MacnaGuteEN, Lord James, Lord Atkinson, and Lord 
Suaw, and the decision of the House, in favour of the respondent, 
was unanimous, although the reasons for the decision differed. 
Lords Hauspury, Macnacnren, and Arxtnson relied on the 
ultra vires argument. Lord James, who delivered the shortest 
of the five judgments, would have supported the appellants’ 
case but for the stringent terms of the rule, which required can- 
didates to “sign and accept the conditions of the Labour Party 
and be subject to their Whip.’”’ This, he thought, might compe! 
a member of Parliament to forego his own judgment on matters 
not directly connected with the interests of labour. He was 
therefore of opinion that “the application of money to the 
maintenance of a member whose action is so regulated, is not 
within the powers of a trade union.’’ Lords MAcNAGHTEN, 
James, and ArKinson all expressly stated that they thought it 
unnecessary to refer to the “constitutional” argument. Lord 
Snaw, however, whose judgment is the lengthiest of the five, 
was so far doubtful as to the right of the respondent to succeed 
on the wltra vires argument, that he felt compelled to deal with 
the “ constitutional ’’ question, and founded his opinion on that 
argument entirely. 


The “Constitutional’’ Question. 


THIS MINORITY opinion is of considerable interest and import- 
ance, especially in view of the fact that it agrees with the judg- 
ment of FLercHer Mouton and Farwet., L.JJ., in the Court of 
Appeal. Lord Saw, indeed, after stating that he did not think 
that the subjection of a member of Parliament, which would be 
the result of allowing the validity of the trade union’s rules, 
“is compatible either with the spirit of our Parliamentary Con- 
stitution or with that independence and freedom which have 
hitherto been held to lie at the basis of representative Govern- 
ment in the United Kingdom,’’ concluded his speech by quoting 
the following words from the judgment of FiercHer Mouton, 
L.J.: ‘Any other view of the fundamental principle of our law 
in this respect would, to my mind, leave it open to any body of 
men of sufficient wealth or influence to acquire contractually 
the power to exercise that authority to govern the nation which 
the law compels individuals to surrender only to representatives, 
that is, to men who accept the obligations and the responsibility 
of the trust towards the public implied by that position.’” The 
speeches of Lords Hatspury, MAacNAGHTEN, and ATKINSON, 
though not touching the constitutional aspect of the case, con- 
tain a good deal of valuable observation on the legal status 
and nature of a trade union. All three agreed in taking the 
analogy of a statutory corporation as one to be followed. Lord 
Atkinson, indeed, went very far in indicating his opinion that a 
trade union treads close on the heels of the statutory corpora- 
tion. He spoke of guasi-corporations, such as registered “ trade 
unions,’? and a little later said: “During the argument I asked 
to be informed on what principle the case of registered trade 
unions was to be differentiated from that of other corporations,’ 
ste. The Trade Unions Acts describe a trade union as a “com- 
bination’ of persons, and for the purpose of deciding whether 


any particular act or thing was or was not permissible on the 
part of a trade union, these “combinations’’—being, as Lord 
MacCNAGHTEN called them, “societies owing their constitution 
and their status to an Act of Parliament ”’—were treated pre- 
cisely as railway companies and other statutory corporations 
would have been. They are, equally with such corporations, 
creatures of statute, and cannot travel beyond the four corners 
of their charter. 


Judges in the Corahill Magazine. 


THE JUBILEE number of the Cornhill Magazine contains two con- 
tributions from judges—a judge of the High Court, Mr. Justice 
Dak. ING, and a judge of county courts, His Honour Judge Parry. 
Mr. Justice Daruinc has not followed the example of his prede- 
cessor, Sir Witu1am Buackstong, who at a very early stage of his 
career wrote “ A Lawyer’s Farewell to his Muse.’’ He is well 
known as the author of many papers on legal and political 
subjects, and he now presents us with a metrical composition of 
a dreamy and pensive character, called “ A Reliquary,’’ some- 
what on the plan of the early sonnets of THackeray. Judge 
Parry’s work is a gloomy story of the law and lawyers. A 
judge of the High Court, absorbed in his work, and with nothing 
else to live for, learns one morning on his arrival at court that 
newspapers have suggested that his health is breaking, and that 
he is mentally unfit to sit on the bench. In conversation with 
his clerk, and afterwards with the Attorney-General, he protests 
vigorously that there is no foundation for these statements, and 
that he considers it his duty to remain at his post. But when 
left to himself, he comes to the belief that what has been said is 
true, and that his work on earth is over. He writes and sends off 
a letter of resignation. He subsequently wavers until the con- 
clusion is forced upon him, as one day succeeds another, that 
his career is finished, and that, in his own words, the rule for 
his removal must be made absolute. Lawyers who read _ this 
little story will readily admit the truth of some of the descrip- 
tions, but may have some difficulty in reconciling the picture of 
the two judge’s clerks with their recollections of such func- 
tionaries. 


Injunctions Without Notice. 


We can hardly imagine that any material part of a King’s 
Speech would be taken up by suggestions as to the amendment 
of ordinary legal procedure, but a leading paragraph in the recent 
message Of President Tarr relates to “injunctions without 
notice.” The President states his belief that the rules of pro- 
cedure in the Federal Courts with respect to the issuing of the 
writ of injunction should be more accurately defined by 
statute, and that no injunction or restraining order should be 
issued without notice, except where irreparable injury would 
result from delay, in which case a speedy hearing should be 
granted. ‘The President is of opinion that the chief cause of com- 
plaint against ill-considered injunctions without notice will be 
removed by the enactment of a statute forbidding the issuing 
of any injunction or restraining order, whether temporary or 
permanent, by any Federal Court without previous notice and a 
reasonable opportunity to be heard on behalf of the parties to be 
enjoined, unless it shall appear to the satisfaction of the court 
that the delay necessary to give such notice and hearing would 
result in irreparable injury to the complainant, and unless also 
the court shall upon the evidence make a finding in writing, 
which shall be placed upon the minutes, that immediate and 
irreparable injury is likely to be caused to the complainant, and 
shall define the injury, state why it is irreparable, and shall also 
indorse upon the order the date and hour when it was issued. 
Moreover, even such an injunction or restraining order issued 
without previous notice shall by force of the statute expire and 
be of no force after seven days from the issuing thereof, or within 
any time less than that period which the court may fix, unless, 
within such seven days or such less period, the injunction or 
order is extended or renewed after previous notice and oppor- 
tunity to be heard. The object of this legislation is, no doubt, 
to prevent the abuse of the power to grant injunctions. It is 
unnecessary to say that no such enactments are required in this 
country, where the judges may be trusted to exercise their 
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preventive jurisdiction without being too closely fettered by the 
precise language of sections or rules. 


The Isle of Man. 

Tue Jupic1a, Committee had before them recently an appeal 
from one of the courts of the Isle of Man—G7ll v. Westlake, 
Times, December 23rd. An appeal so seldom comes from the 
Isle of Man—in the last twenty years there have only been two, 
and these were criminal appeals—that it is worth while to notice 


Gill v. Westlake, though the case itself ig not of general interest 
to the English practitioner. Lord MACNAGHTEN’S judgment, 
however, contains some account of the history and former 
functions of the Island’s legislature, the House of Keys, which is 
certainly worth reading, and is not to be found in the ordinary 


encyclopzdic works, where a few pages are devoted to the little 
Island of Man. It appears that formerly the House of Keys 
exercised both judicial and legislative functions. ‘This, in fact, 
lasted down to 1866, with short intervals occasioned by a certain 
amount of tentative legislation on the subject. At one time the 
House of Keys was the Court of Appeal for all cases. At another 
time some appeals were heard by the Governor of the Island. 
But in 1866 the judicial functions of the little leg 


islature were 


altogether abrogated. The combination of legislative and 
judicial functions also exists, to some extent, in the case of the 
Royal Court in Jersey, though there the legislative power has 


dwindled to something rather like a shadow. 


The Conditions of Equitable Relief. 


From an early time lawyers have been accustomed to express 
the leading principles of their art in short and easily remembered 
maxims. The exact effect of these on the development of law it 
would be a difficult task to ascertain. It may be surmised that 
es gonad they expressed the result of one or more actual cases, 
and afterwards became the foundation of other cases. Sometimes 
they express a principle of law with accuracy. But frequently 
they state only a general truth which requires to be taken with 
qualifications. ‘The common law was specially fertile in maxims, 
and they are to be found dominating every branch of it. Equity 
had fewer of them, but they were of a more general nature, and 
professed to govern the whole range of jurisdiction rather than 
any particular branch of it. Foremost among these was the rule 
that he who comes into equity must do equity. This appears to 
have been the origin of no small part of the doctrines of equity, 
and it is still operative. An analogous rule which is often quoted 
is that he who comes into equity must come with clean hands. 
But though in some current text-books considerable prominence 
is given to it, its practical operation seems to be very limited. 
The more important of the two rules is undoubtedly the one 
first referred to. It expresses a fundamental distinction between 
the jurisdiction at common law and in equity. ‘In a court of 
law,” said AsHuRST, J., in Deeks v, Strutt (1794, 5 T. R., p. 693), 
“we cannot impose any terms on the party suing; if he be 
entitled to a verdict, the law must take its course; but a court 
of equity will impose on the party applying such terms as they 
think right and according to conscience.” And courts of equity 
did this in pursuance of the maxim in question. From the time 


ascribed to it. In Sturgis v. Champneys (1839, 5 My. & Cr., p, 
105), Lord CoTrENHAM, L.C., after reviewing the authorities, 
said: “It appears that the equity which this court administers 
in securing a provision and maintenance for the wife is founded 
upon the well-known rule of compelling a party who seeks equity 
to do equity.” 

The opportunities for applying the rule in the case of a claim 
in equity by a husband to property of his wife are diminishing 
with the increase of the wife’s statutory separate estate ; but in 
other directions it continues to be operative. A man who is in 
possession of property, and in a mistaken belief that he is the 
owner expends money upon it, can use the maxim to obtain 
reimbursement. The true owner, if he has to assert his title in 
equity, can do so only on the terms of himself doing equity by 
repaying sums properly expended : Neesom v. Clarkson (1845, 4 
Hare, 97). And a borrower who seeks to set aside a money- 
lending contract on the ground of its statutory invalidity can 
| only obtain equitable assistance on the terms of repaying the 
| money actually advanced. Two recent cases strikingly illustrate 
| the distinction between equitable and legal remedies in this 
respect. In Lodye v. Natwnal Investment Co. (1907, 1 Ch. 300) 
the plaintiff sued to recover a security which was void under the 
Money-lenders Act, 1900. This was equitable relief, and he 
got it only on terms of repaying the money advanced. In 
Chapman v. Michaelson (1909, 1 Ch. 238) the plaintiff asked only 
for a declaration of the invalidity of the security. This was a legal 
claim, and he got the declaration without being put upon terms. 

But powerful and far-reaching as the maxim is, courts of equity 
have consistently protested against the idea that it gave them a 
general discretionary power to exact from a plaintiff any terms 
they chose. The equity he is required to do must be in respect 
of the subject-matter of the suit, and sometimes the maxim 
seems to give the defendant little more than a right of set-off. 
Any equities which the defendant could set up against the plain- 
tiff in independent proceedings he can set up as a qualification of 
the claim. “The court,” said WiGrRAM, V.C., in //anson v. Keating 
(1884, 4 Hare, p. 6), ‘‘can never lawfully impose merely arbitrary 
conditions upon a plaintiff, only because he stands in that position 
on the record, but can only require him to give the defendant that 
which by the law of the court, independently of the mere position 
of the party on the record, is the right of the defendant in respect 
of the subject-matter of the suit. A party, in short, does not by 


| 





| becoming plaintiff in equity give up any of his rights, or submit 


those rights to the arbitrary disposition of the court.” Possibly 
this unduly restricts the operation of the rule, which may clearly 
be used to give the defendant an advantage which he could not 
obtain in proceedings commenced by himself. Elsewhere the 
true meaning of the rule has been said to be “that a man who 
comes to seek the aid of a court of equity to enforce a claim must 
be prepared to submit in that suit to any direction which the 
known principles of a court of equity may make it proper to 
give”: Colvin v. Hartwell (1837, 5 Cl. & F., p. 522); or, more 
shortly, ‘those who ask for the assistance of the court must do 
justice as to the matters in respect of which that assistance is 
asked”: Gibson v. Goldsmid (1854, 5 D. M. & G., p. 765). 

The cognate maxim, that he who comes into equity must 
come with clean hands, is well known, but, it is believed, is in 
practice less operative; probably because its place is largely 





of the early reports to the present day it is of constant occurrence. 
‘* He that will have equity to help, where the law cannot, shall | 
do equity to the same party against whom he seeks to be relieved | 
in equity”: Saint John v. Holford (1668, 1 Ch. Cas. 97). In that | 
case it was used in support of the doctrine of tacking, and, 
indeed, it at first carried this doctrine further than has since 
been allowed. It permitted the mortgagee to tack a bond debt | 
against the mortgagor. Afterwards this could be done only 
against his heir or devisee, and upon the ground of avoiding | 
circuity of action: see Elvy v. Norwood (1852,5 De G. & Sm. | 
240), But the principle was the basis, too, of the doctrine of | 
consolidation of mortgages (see Mills v. Jenning, 1880, 13 Ch. D., 
p. 646), and, after the Statute of Frauds, of mortgages by deposit | 
of title deeds: see Keys v. Williams (1838, 3 Y. & C. Ex., p. 60). 
And the doctrine of the wife’s equity to a settlement was always 


|its present form is modern. 


taken by other equally well-known principles. The maxim in 
Originally it ran, “ He who bas 
committed iniquity shall not have equity” (see Francis, Maxims 
of Equity, p. 5), and it was essential that the iniquity should 
have been done to the defendant himself: Jones v. Lenthal (1669, 
1 Ch. Cas. 154). Relief in equity being discretionary, the court 
refused it when the conduct of the plaintiff in respect of the 
subject-matter of the suit was open to objection. Thus there 
was no relief when his conduct was fraudulent, or where he sought 
to enforce a security improperly obtained (Lich v. Sydenham, 
1671, 1 Ch. Cas. 202), or relief against a wilful forfeiture (Thomas 
v. Porter, 1668, 1 Ch. Cas. 95) ; and as to suppression of deeds 
see Gartsidge Vv. Ratcliff (1676, 1 Ch. Cas, 293). 

In modern times the maxim has ceased to be quoted in the 
above form, and has given place to the reyuirement of clean 
hands. When the change was made no text-writer appears to 
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have inquired. SPENCE refers to the maxim as modern (Eq. 
Jurisd. I., 423 n.) ; but some writers, as FONBLANQUE, STORY and 
MAITLAND, seem to pass it without notice, and other writers, as 
SMITH, SNELL, ASHBURNER and STRAHAN, though they quote it, 
ASHBURNER devoting a whole chapter to it, do not, so far as we 
have noticed, trouble about its origin, or, in fact, give references 
to cases in which it has been judicially used. Such references as 
are given, though they may be said to illustrate the maxim, 
yet donot require it. Thus most, if not all, of the references in 
‘ASHBURNER are to cases of illegal contracts, and equity in allowing 
no suit on these simply follows the law. Cases used elsewhere 
to support the maxim, such as Overton v. Banister (1844, 3 Hare, 
503) and Nelson v. Stocker (1859, 4 De G. & J. 458), do not in 
fact refer to it, and go upon the ground that a person, whether 
under disability or not, shall not be allowed to take advantage of 
his own wrong ; see, too, /?e Lush’s Trusts (1869, 4 Ch. 591), where, 
in holding fraud to be a bar to equitable relief, the Court of 
Appeal did not refer to the maxim. 

Probably there are numerous allusions to the maxim in the re- 
ports, though neither the text-books nor the digests make it easy 
to discover them. ‘The earliest we have found are in judgments 
of common law judges. In Dering v. Earl of Winchelsea (1787, 
1 Cox, p. 319) Eyre, C.B., refers to the principle that a man 
must come into a court of equity with clean hands, and adds ; 
“Tt does not mean a general depravity ; it must have an im- 
mediate and necessary relation to the equity sued for ; it must be 
a depravity in a legal as well as ina moral sense.” Just before 
this, in Fitzroy v. Gwillim (1786, 1 T. R., p. 154) Lord MANSFIELD 
referred to “clean hands,” but as an incident of the rule that he 
who seeks equity must do equity. The plaintiff must come, he 
said, ‘‘ with clean hands, according tothe principle . . . that 
those who seek equity must do equity.” That was a case of relief 
against a usurious contract. These references shew that the 
phrase was then current as an equitable maxim, and it was 
used by GRANT, M.R., in Cadman v. Horner (1810, 18 Ves., 
p- 11), as a reason for refusing specific performance. Misrepre- 


sentation, though to a small extent, disqualfies for this 
relief. The plaintiff “must come, as it is said, with clean 


hands. He must, to entitle him to relief, be liable to no imputa- 
tion in the transaction.” And this was quoted by PLUMER, 
M.R., in Viscount Clermont Vs Tashurgh (1819, | Jac. & Th p- 121). 
Some years before Lord REDESDALE in Harnett v. Yielding (1805, 
2 Sch. & Lef., p. 554) spoke of the plaintiff “ coming with perfect 
propriety of conduct.” Possibly sufficient research would find 
many other instances of the use of the maxim, but we rather 
suspect that judges have avoided using it and have gone on more 
definite grounds, such as the illegality of the contract sued on, 
or fraud on the part of the plaintiff. The maxim, of course, is 
not required in cases of illegality ; these are decided on grounds 
common to law and equity. And as an equitable maxim it can 
only operate where application is made for a special equitable 
remedy, such as specific performance. In such a case it 
may be operative, provided the imputation upon the plaintiff 
is in connection with the subject-matter of the litigation, and 
directly affects the defendant. But we doubt whether the 
maxim deserves the prominence which some text-writers have 
given to it, 








Ancient Parish Registers. 


ORIGINALLY the only registers in England of deaths (and in some 
cases births) appear to have been the monastic cartularies, but these 
were usually confined to recording the deaths of eminent persons 
who, or whose families, had been benefactors of the monastery ; these 
mortuary rolls are said to have been sent round from monastery to 
monastery. Upon the suppression of the religious houses it became 
necessary to provide a substitute for these cartularies, and this 
was found in the institution of parish registers. 

The compulsory keeping of parish registers was provided for by 
certain injunctions issued by THomMas Baron CrRoMWELL, as Vicar- 
General to Henry VIII., in 1538. These provided that a book and a 
coffer with two locks should be provided for each parish in England 
and Wales, in which the parson should write every Sunday, in the 
presence of the churchwardens, or one of them, all the baptisms, 
marriages and burials of the preceding week. This requirement was, 





naturally, distasteful to the clergy, and was generally regarded as 
intended to enable a tax to be levied on all christenings, marriages and 
burials. A letter of Sir Prers EpGEcomBe to CROMWELL is quoted 
in Froude’s History of England (vol. 3, p. 314), wherein he said 
that there was “much secret communication among the ny 
subjects, and many of them in the shires of Cornwall and Devon be 
in great fear and mistrust what the King’s Highness and his council 
should mean to give in commandment to the parsons and vicars of 
every parish that they should make a book, wherein is to be specified 
the names of as many as be wedded and buried and christened.” Two 
years before the project was carried out, a report of CRoMWELL’s 
intention to carry it out was one of the causes which gave rise to the 
Pilgrimage of Grace. The result of this popular distrust was that in 
few parishes the “injunctions” were observed, but it is interesting 
to notice from the valuable annotated Index to the Parish Registers 
of England and Wales, contained in a recently published book,* how 
widely scattered these parishes were, and that they comprised not 
merely large towns, but also remote villages, and even parishes in 
Yorkshire, the scene of the Pilgrimage of Grace. It appeared from 
a statement in the abstract of the Population Returns for 1801, that 
out of 11,000 parishes in England only 812 registers dating from 
1538 existed. Of course some might have been lost. 

In 1597 the ecclesiastical authorities themselves had become con- 
vinced of the utility of the parish registers, for in that year a 
“Constitution” was issued by the Archbishop, bishops and clergy of 
the Province of Canterbury, directing their more caretul preservation, 
and requiring that copies of them should be sent annually to the 
“Register” of each diocese. These, which are known as “ Bishop’s 
Transcripts,” although lacking in arrangement, and often imperfect, 
supply valuable information where the originals are missing. 

During the Commonwealth an Act was passed providing for the 
election triennially in each parish of an officer, to be called the 
‘Parish Register,” who was to receive fees for recording births, mar- 
riages and deaths ; but at the Restoration the clergy resumed the 
duty of keeping the registers. In 1812 an Act (52 Geo. 3, c. 146) 
was passed providing that registers of baptisms, marriages and 
deaths were to be kept by incumbents in books provided by the 
King’s Printer at the expense of the parishes, each such register to 
be kept in a dry, well-painted iron chest.” It was not, of course, 
until 1837 that the present system of registration of births, deaths 
and marriages was instituted, but, as Mr. Burke remarks, in the 
book above quoted, the Acts establishing it contain no provisions for 
the safe custody of the parish registers then in existence. 

The book is well named A Key to the Ancient Parish Registers, 
for it contains a complete list of all the parishes in England and 
Wales having registers of an earlier date than 1813, with the date 
of the earliest entry in each register, and in footnotes a statement 
whether the registers have been printed and by whom edited and 
published ; also information as to the condition of many of the 
registers, such as “ the early registers are considerably the worse for 
wear and damp”; “mutilated, apparently to write bills on, as a 
butcher’s bill remains on part of the last leaf” ; “tradition in parish 
that the earlier registers were used in a dairy shop to wrap up pats 
of butter for customers.” In very many cases, of course, It is noted 
that the earlier registers haveedbeen destroyed by fire or lost ; in one 
instance the registers are stated to have been sent to London as 
evidence in an action and never returned. 

As a guide to the accessibility or non-accessibility of parish 
registers the book is of great value, and a copy ought to be in the 
library of every law society in the kingdom. 








Reviews. 
Letters Patent. 


Tue LAW AND Practice Retatine To Letrers Patent FoR INVEN- 
tions. By THomas TERRELL, K.C. Frrra Eprrion._ By Court- 
NEY TERRELL, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


So many changes have recently been made in the legislation with 
respect to the law of patents that the authors of bocks on the sub- 
ject find it necessary to bring out supplements or new editions with 
almost bewildering rapidity. Mr. Frost, less fortunate than the 
author of the present work, had only just issued his last edition when 
the new Act was passed, and a supplement was required. In the 
present case the last edition of Mr. Terrell’s work was issued between 
three and four years ago, and the editor has found himself able to 
incorporate the fresh matter in a new edition. ane 

As might have been expected, considerable prominence 1s given to 
the well-known case relating to Hatschek’s Patents, in which Mr. 
Justice Parker discussed section 27 of the Act of 1907, and a full 

* Key to the Ancient Parish Registers of England and Wales. By ARTHUR 
MEREDYTH BURKE. The Sackville Press (Limited). 
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report of the case, taken from the R. P. C., is set out in an appendix 
The section with which this decision deals has formed the subject of 
considerable comment ever since its enactment, some referring to it 
as a great achievement on behalf of home industries, and others still 
more strongly obje cting to it on the ag of its interference with 
the rights of foreign inventors. The late Comptroller gave so great 
an effect to it that in cases brought before him revocation followed 
application almost as a matter of course. Now the pendulum seems 
to have swung the other way, and so far as actual revocation is con- 
cerned, very few patents indeed are being destroyed. It must not, 
however, be assumed that the section is producing no effect, as the 
existence of the powers conferred by it is undoubtedly leading 
foreign manufacturers to adopt various methods of manufacturing 
in this country which, but for this section, would never have been 
entertained, and it is probably a fair way of viewing the intentions 
of those responsible for the Act to say that their object was to drive 
foreign manufacturers to manufacture here rather than to de »prive 
them of their patents by reason of failure to comply. If this is so, 

the section is giving effect to the views of those who framed it even 
more than was the case while it was being put into operation with 
greater severity. 

The work before us has an established reputation, and Mr. Court- 
ney Terrell is recognized as a capable editor. The present edition 
seems to maintain the standard of those which went before it, and 
may, we are sure, be consulted with every confidence. 


Merchandise Marks. 


MERCHANDISE Marks. By D. M. Kerty, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. Tuirp Eprtion. By F. G. UNpERHAY, 
Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

This is the third edition of the department of Mr. Kerly’s larger 
book on trade-marks which had special reference to the Mer 
chandise Marks Act, and which, for reasons stated in the preface to 
the present work, it was thought advisable to omit from the third 
edition of the larger work. There can be no doubt that the author is 
correct in supposing that it will be convenient for practitioners in the 
police-courts to be able to provide themselves with a work of more 
moderate dimensions than has previously been necessary when they 
wished to be able to refer to a a pearing Mr. Kerly’s name. The 
editor of the present work is Mr. Underhay, whose name is already 
well known as being associated with Mr. Kerly in his main under- 

taking. 

The book contains an introduction, a commentary on the 
Merchandise Marks Act, 1887, and two other short chapters on 
Warranty and Miscellane ous Matters, such as the misuse of the Royal 
Arms and the like. The appendices contain prints of the successive 
Merchandise Marks Acts, the International Convention, and other 
details. It seems sufficient to say that the work brings up to date 
the material parts of the former edition of Mr. Kerly’s book, and that 
it appears to be both up-to-date and good in quality. We have no 
doubt that many will find it useful. The get-up is such as to corre- 
spond with the style of the larger work, but the green binding affords 
a convenient distinction. 


LL.B., 


THe Law or 
M.A.., 


International Law. 


INTERNATIONAL Law, By T. J. LAwrence. 
Epirtion Macmillan & Co. (Limited). 


This is evidently a popular little book. It is not intended for the 
ordinary legal practitioner, being merely a summary, with no 
references to decided cases, and consisting only of less than 200 small 
pages. But there are excellent hints as to reading, and examination 
questions. The preface contains an excellent advertisement in the 
shape of an amusing story about a young naval officer who, in the 
course of apparently not many minutes, managed to extract from this 
small book sufticient learning on the subject of international law to 
overawe a belligerent cruiser’s commander into ceasing his inter- 
ference with a British vessel, of course a neutral. The author 
should, however, have stated clearly that the Declaration of London 
is not yet ratified. 


A HANDBOOK oF 
SEVENTH 


Books a the Week. 


Traders’ Law: being a Compendium of the Laws of England 
which Affect Trade and Manufacture, Suitable to the Requirements 
of Business Men. By Cuartes Percy Jones, Solicitor. Simpkin, 
Marshall, Hamilton, Kent, & Co. (Limited) 

Criminal Appeal Cases : Reports of Cases in the Court of Criminal 
Segoe’, November 26th and December 2nd and 3rd, 1909. Edited 

Part VII. Stevens 


ERMAN COHEN, Barrister-at-Law. Vol. ITTI., 
& Haynes. 


Correspondence. 


The General Election, 1910. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—I am obliged for your note in reply to my letter as to the 
right of a presiding officer to refuse a ballot paper to a woman 
whose name has inadvertently been placed on the parliamentary 
register. 

My difficulty arises from the fact that section 82 of the Parliamentary 
Registration Act, 1843, provides that “Save as aforesaid” [7.c., asking 
the statutory questions and administering the statutory oath] “it 
shall not be lawful to require any voter to take any oath or affirmation 
either in proof of his . . right to vote . nor to reject any 
vote tendered at such election “by any person whose name shall be 
upon the register of electors except by reason of its appearing to the 
returning officer or his deputy, upon putting such questions, that the 
claimant is not the person on the register, or that he has already voted, 
or refuses to icon 4 . 

Ought, therefore, a presiding officer to take upon himself the duty 
of deciding whether a person whose name is on the register is “ pro 
hibited from voting by any statute or the common law of Parliament 
within the meaning of the proviso in section 7 of the Ballot Act, 
1872 ? RETURNING OFFICER. 

[See observations under head of “ Current —— . ST.) 





[To the E ditor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. | 


Sir,—<As during the last fortnight I have been frequently asked my 
view with regard to the right of a woman to vote pn name 
appears by mistake on a register, I think there should be some con- 
certed action by returning officers throughout the Kingdom as to 
the course to be taken in such a case. 





My own view is that no woman should be allowed to poll, for 
the following reasons : 

Section 3 of the Represent: ution of the People Act, 1867, provides 
that every man shall, if duly qualified, be entitled to be registered, 
and when registered to vote, who is . . . not * e to any legal in- 
capacity. In the case of Chorlton v. Lings (L. R. 4 C. P. 374) it was 
held that a woman was not a “man” within ‘the meaning of the 
above section, notwithstanding the provision in Lord Brou; gham's 
Act that in all Acts words importing the masculine gendet should be 
taken to include females unless the contrary were expressly provided, 
and it was also held in the same case that women were subject to 
a legal incapacity from voting at Parliamentary elections and con- 
sequently fell within the exception in the above section. 

Section 7 of the Ballot Act provides that every person whose 
name ison the register shall be entitled to demand and receive a 
ballot paper and to vote, provided that nothing in that section should 
entitle any person to a vote who is prohibited from voting by any 
statute or by the common law of Parliament; hence it has. been 
suggested that the returning officer is bound by the register, 
although it may by error contain a woman’s name. But in Stowe v. 
Joliffe i Rk. 9 C. P. 734) it was decided by Lord Coleridge that the 
register was conclusive cn the returning officer “except only in the 
case of persons who, from some inherent or, for - time being, irre- 
moveable quality in themselves, have not, either by prohibition of 
statutes or at common law, the status of Parliament: ary electors 
such as peers, women, &c.” 

So far as | am aware, there has been no subsequent legislation o1 
case affecting the decisions [ have quoted, hence the duty of return 
ing officers appears to me clearly to be not to allow a woman to poll. 
Apart from other considerations, in the case of a very narrow 
majority for a candidate, if a woman had voted, the costly process 
of a scrutiny would almost inevitably follow, which it is sure sly the 
duty of a returning officer to prevent if legitimately within his 

province. 

I shall certainly give instructions that no woman is to be allowed 
to poll in any of “the divisions for which I am returning officer 
(there being a woman’s name, | understand, on the register of one of 
those divisions). Any ac “x the aggrieved lady may choose to take 
will inevitably fail, but should welcome it from the fact that 





thereby the question vt 3 be judicially and finally determined. 
Witiiam Hayes, 
Secondary of the City of London and 
High Bailiff of Southwark. 
Guildhall, E.C., Dee. 30. 





Forfeiture of a Lease. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


5th inst. is reported the case of Dendy v. 


Sir,—In your issue of the 2 
that case, have 


Evans, in which the Court of Appeal, in deciding 
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held that there is no foundation for the proposition “that the issue 
of a writ claiming possession by the lessor was an irrevocable election 
by him to treat. the lease as void, and made the lease void and 
necessarily put an end both to the lease and the term created out 
of it.’ 

The same court in Serjeant v. Nash, Field, & Co. (1903, 2 K. B. 
304), es Jones v. Carter (15 M. & W. 718) and Grimwood v. 

Moss (L. R. 7 C. P. 360), held that the issue and service of a writ to 
recover oto ah of the premises operated as a final election by the 
lessor to determine the term, and that a subsequent distress for rent 
was, in consequence, illegal. Collins, M.R., in his judgment in that 

case said: “ There is a final determination of a tenancy under a Jease 
when the lessor, by some final and positive act which cannot be 
retracted, treats a breach of covenant by the lessee as constituting a 
forfeiture . The only question is whether the lessor had 
availed herself of the breach of covenant in a final manner. I think 
she had done so [7.¢., by the issue and service of the writ], for, except 
by taking physical possession of the premises, she had done the only 
thing she could do to indicate her intention to put an end to the 
lease . . . Itis true that the rights of the parties were not deter- 
mined by the issue of the writ, and could not be determined until 
the result of the action was known ; but that consideratien does not 
affect the fact of the election of the lessor to treat the lease as at an 
end, subject to proof that there had been a breach of covenant 
which entitled her to do so. There was, therefore, no relation of 
landlord and tenant between the mortgagees ” [who were mort- 
gagees by sub-demise] “ and the plaintiff, and no right to dis- 
train.” 

There have been several cases since Serjeant v. Nash, Field, & Co. 
in which the principle laid down in that case has been applied, = 
it is now the practice in ejectment for forfeiture always, after 
writ of possession has been issued and served, for the parties ine 
ested in the lease to obtain relief, either under the Common Law 
Procedure Act or under the Conveyancing Act, so as to set up the 
lease again. 

It is, therefore, now Be in doubt whether this course of pro- 
cedure is necessary, and whether a mere stay of proceedings in the 
action by agreement will not be sufficient to keep the lease alive 
without having to go to the court for relief. 

It does not appear from the report of Dendy v. Evans that the 
other cases we have referred to were cited. 

As these cases of forfeiture of leases are of daily occurrence, it will 
be interesting to know which of these Court of Appeal decisions 
practitioners are to follow. 

There is another case (not yet apparently reported) important to 
practitioners decided by the Court of Appeal in Bankruptcy on the 
17th inst., viz.— Re Soward—in which the court held that rule 183 of 
the Bankrupte y Rules is mandatory, and that the Bankruptcy Court 
has not the jurisdiction, which it has since 1883 assumed to exercise, 
of ordering a debtor personally to pay the costs of a dismissed or 
stayed petition. Kine, Apams, «& Co. 

66, Cannon-street, E.C., Dec. 28. 


[See observations under head of “ Current Topics.”—Eb. S../.} 





Points to be Noted. 


Common Law. 


Workmen's Compensation Act, 1906—Accident Happening 
Abroad.—Under the Workmen’s Compensation Act 1906, the 
dependant of a workman who is killed may have a claim to com- 
pensation. That claiin is a statutory claim, and wholly independent 
of contract. Therefore when a workman is killed beyond the 
territorial limits of the United Kingdom “- depe ndants have a 
statutory right to compensation or none at all. But (a) primd facie 
no statute is intended to operate outside the United Kingdom (see 
Maxwell on the Interpretation of Statutes, p. 213) ; () the Act 
expressly provides (section 7) for the dependants of seamen and 
apprentices (and not any others) who may be fatally injured else- 
where ; and therefore the widow of an English fitter who was killed 
at Malta by an accident arising out of his employ ment by an English 
company cannot recover compensation under the Act.—ToMALIN v. 
S. Pearson & Son (Limitep) (C.A., March 30) (1909, 2 K. B. 61). 





Joint Stock Company—Lotteries Act.—By section 41 of the 
Lotteries Act, 1823, a person guilty of certain offences against the 
Act is to be deemed a rogue and vagabond, and to be punished as 
thereinafter directed. By section 67 the punishment is imprison- 
ment, and for a second offence imprisonment and whipping. Under 
section 4 of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, a fine may be 
imposed instead of imprisonment if the justice of ’the case will be 
better met by so doing. By section 2 (1) of the Interpretation Act, 


1889, “in the construction of every enactment relating to an offence 
punishable on indictment or on summary conviction... . the 
expression ‘person’ shall, unless the contrary intention appears, 
include a body corporate.” But the contrary intention sufficiently 
appears in the sections of the Lotteries Act quoted above, and an 
incorporated joint stuck company cannot be punished in any way 
under those sections. —HAwkKE v. E. Hutton & Co. (Liuirep) (K.B. 
Div. Ct., March 30) (1909, 2 K. B. 93). 


Refusal to Renew Licence—Compensation Money.—The com- 
pensation authority under the Licensing Act, 1904, may apportion 
the compensation money for an extinguished licence between free- 
holder and Jeaseholder or licensee, but has no authority to settle the 
shares inter se of co-owners of the leasehold interest. A breach of 
the Licensing Rules by one or more of such co-owners will not enable 
the compensation authority to adjudge to the other co-owners, finally 
and exclusively, the compensation money apportioned to the lease- 
hold interest. Those co-owners to whom the money was so adjudged 
are liable to account (and are perhaps trustees) for all but their own 
proportion of it.—Brirkin v. Smiru (C.A., March 17, April 6) (1909, 
2 K. B. 112). 


Accidents in Coal Mines—Statutory Duty of Mine-owner.— 
By the Coal Mines Regulation Acts, 1887 and 1896, and by special 
statutory rules made thereunder, mine-owners are under a duty to 
observe certain regulations and civilly liable to persons injured by a 
breach of these regulations. The statutory duty is an absolute duty 
imposed on the mine-owner, and the civil liability may attach in con- 
sequence of any breach of it, whatever efforts may have been made by 
the mine-owner to ensure the observance of the regulations by his 
=o and agents.—Davip v. Britannic Mertuyr Coan Co. 
(CLA » Februs ary 8, 9, 10, March 22) (53 Soricrrors’ JoURNAL, 398 ; 
191 9, 2 K. B. 146). 


Breach of Warranty —Measure of Damages—Death of Plaintiff's 
Wife.— [It was said by Lord Ellenborough in Baker v. Bolt: n (1808, 
1 Camp. 493): “In a civil court, the death of a human being could 
not be complained of as an injury ; and in this case the damages, as 
to the plaintiff’s wife, must stop with the period of her existence.” 
The rule, as stated and illustrated by Lord Ellenborough, applies 
only to actions founded on tort. In an action for breach of warranty 
of goods sold for food, the plaintiff may recover damages for (among 
other things) the loss of his wife’s services by death consequent on 
the breach of warranty. Death is here a measure of damages and 
not an essential part of the cause of action.- Jackson ». WATSON 
& Sons (C. A., February 3, March 26) (53 Sonicrrors’ JOURNAL, 
447 ; 1909, 2K. B. 193). 


Money Lent for Gaming Abroad.—It was held in Quarrier v. 

Colston (1842, 1 Ph. 147) that money lent for gaming in a country 
where the games in question are not illegal may be recovered in the 
courts of this country. If a security, such as an English cheque, is 
given for a gambling debt, that security is void (Moulis v. Owen, 51 
SoLicirors’ JOURNAL, 306 ; 1907, 1 K. B. 746); but the Acts of 1710 
and 1835 do not make the consideration void, and in an 
action founded on the a (Quarrier ve C: Iston will be 
followed.—Saxpsy v. FULTON (Bray. J., July 21, 7,1908 ; C.A,, 
March 23, 24, 25) (53 SOLICITORS’ | oe RBNAL, 397 ; rT 09, 2 K. B. 208). 








CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
High Court—Chancery Division. 


GRUNDY ~. BRIGGS. Eve, J. 20th Dec. 


ComPpaANny—DIRECTOR—QUALIFICATION —SHARES Hetp JomntLy—TRANS- 
FER—REVOCATION OF SIGNATURE BY TRANSFEROR—REFUSAI ro 
REGISTER. 

A person may be qualified to act as a director by holding the necee- 
sary number of shares, not only in his own name, but jointly with other 
persons, unless the articles of association otherwise provide. 


A company is not justified in refusing to register a transfer of 
shares on the assumption that it is a breach of trust. The proper course 
is for the company to give notice that unless proceedings are taken 
within a limited time they will proceed to register the transfer. 

This was an action for an injunction to restrain the defendant direc- 
tors from preventing or interfering with the plaintiff acting as direc- 
tor of the defendant company, and for an order to rectify the register 
ot members of the company by inserting the plaintiff's name as holder 
of 15 shares. The defendants, Messrs. Briggs, Shawe and Alfred 
Ernest Grundy, were three of the directors of the Brynn Hall Colliery 
Co., and prior to the annual meeting held on the 20th of Febru- 
ary, 1909, were the only directors. At that meeting the plaintiff, 





James Arthur Grundy, was appointed a director. By article 61 of the 








Tp peers — remranee <—e 


ee 


164 THE SOLICITORS’ _JOURNAL | & WEEKLY REPORTER. 








Jan. I, 1910. 











articles of association it was provided that each of the: directors 
should be the registered holder of not less than 20 shares. The plain- 
tiff was an executor and trustee of the will of his father, James 
Grundy, deceased. Part of the estate of the testator consisted of 112 
shares in the company, and the name of the plaintiff appeared on the 
register as holder of those shares jointly with Martha Grundy, Albert 
Edwin Grundy, and Edith Grundy, as co-executors and co-trustees of 
the will. The joint holders of the shares were described in the re- 
gister as the widow and co-executors of James Grundy, deceased. The 


name of the plaintiff further appeared on the register as holder in his 
own right of five shares. On his appoint ment as director of the com 
pany, the plaintiff obtained a transfer into his own name of 15 of the 


112 shares, which was duly executed by the plaintiff and his co- 
executors. The transfer was sent by the plaintiff to the company for 
registration on the 12th of March, 1909, and on the 24th of April the 
directors met and refused to register the transfer. Prioy to the 12th 
ot March the plaintiff had attended three meetings of directors. The 
plaintiff received no notice of the meeting of the 24th of April, and 
on the 26th of April was informed by letter that he had ceased to be 
a director of the company because he had not taken up the qualifica- 
tion shares within the statutory period. The plaintiff had ever since 
been excluded by the defendant directors from meetings of the direc- 
tors. On the 26th of February, 1909, the company received notice by 
letter from Albert Edwin Grundy not to register the transfer of the 
15 shares, and stating that he had revoked his signature thereto, but 
he gave no reasons for doing so. The principal cases cited were 
Dunster’s case (1894, 3 Ch. 473), Zreland v. Hart (1902, 1 Ch. 522), and 
Roots v. Williamson (38 Ch. D. 485.) 


Eve, J.—On the 25th of February, 1909, the four executors of James 
Grundy, deceased, of whom the plaintiff was one, were the registered 
holders of 112 shares in the company. On that date they transferred 
15 of those shares to the plaintiff for the consideration of 10s. 
On the 26th of February the company received a letter from A. E. 
(irundy, one of the executors, notifying the revocation of his signa 


ture to the transfer. On the 20th of February the plaintiff was ap- 
pointed a director of the company subject to his acquiring the qualify 
ing shares. As he held five shares in his own right the transfer if 
registered would have given him the necessary qualification. The 
plaintiff was treated as director until two months after the appoint- 
ment, when the other directors ceased to treat him as such on the 


ground that the transfer of the 15 shares had not been registered 
within the statutory period, and therefore ipso facto he had ceased 
to be a director. This action was thereupon commenced to restrain 
the directors from preventing the plaintiff from acting, and the ques 
tions to be decided are whether the transfer of the 15 shares ought to 
have been registered, and whether the plaintiff was qualified to act as 
director. The plaintiff also asks for rectification of the register. The 
defendants say that the company were justified in not registering 
the transfer, and that they would have been guilty of a breach of 
trust had they done so. They also say that the plaintiff was not 
qualified to be director by holding shares jointly with other persons. 
In the first place, it is necessary to find out what the company knew. 
They knew that James Grundy was dead, and they knew the names of 


his executors. But they had no notice of the contents of his will. 
and it would be a dangerous thing to hold that a company has notice 
of the contents of a will simply because it registers the executors as 


holders of the testator’s shares. Further, they knew that the transfer 
purported to be an assignment by the four executors to one of their 
number, and that one of the transferrors had revoked his signature. 
Under those circumstances the question is whether the company was 
justified in refusing to register. I think the proper course for the 
company to have taken would have been for them to give notice to 
the plaintiff that if he did not take proceedings within a 
limited time they would register the transfer. Instead of that. the 
company took upon themselves to say that the transfer was a breach 
of trust, although the executor who revoked his signature gave no 
grounds for doing so. The company gratuitously assumed that there 
had been a breach of trust. I cannot assume that. I think the action 
of the directors in refusing to register the transfer was prompted by 
a desire on their part to exclude the plaintiff from the board. But 
whatever the motives of the company may have been, their action 
was not justified. I accordingly make an order on the company to 
register the transfer. That really dis sposes of the action, but as the 
case may go further, I will state my opinion on the other point as to 
whether the plaintiff had the qualifying shares. The qualification was 
of a substantial amount, being £2,000, but there was no clause in the 
articles of association that a director must hold qualifying shares in 
his own right. The question is whether article 61 is such as to take 
the present case out of the authorities deciding that holding shares 
jointly with others is a sufficient qualification. The question is whether 
the plaintiff was a holder of 20 shares. I think he was. He was the 
holder of five shares in his own name, and 112 jointly with others. 
and there is nothing which requires him to hold them in his own name 
alone. If I were to hold otherwise I should be going against what 
was said by Lindley, L.J., and Davey, L.J., in Dunster’s case (supra). I 
hold, therefore, that the plaintiff was qualified to be a director. The 
costs must be paid by the defendants.—Counsen, Jessel, K.C.. and 
Ward Coldridge, P. O. Lawrence, K.C., Stewart Smith. K.C.. and 
Courthope Wilson. Soricirors, Fowler & Co., for Grundy, Lamb. & 
Grundy, Manchester ; Addleshaw, Sons, & Co., Manchester, for J. Ba? 
ton, Wigan, and for W. J. Lees, Wigan. 


[Reported by 8S. E. Witttams, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Court of Criminal Appeal. 


REX +. TURNER. 26th Nov. 
REX ». WALLER. 10th Dec. 


CRIMINAL LAW—HaBItTuAL CRIMINAL—TRIAL OF—CONDITIONS PRECEDEN1 

TO—PROOF OF—PREVENTION OF CRIME Act, 1908 (8 Eb. 7, c. 59), s. 10 

-DocuMENTARY Evipence Act, 1845 (8 & 9 Vicr. c. 113), s. 1. 

Where a person who is charged under section 10 of the Prevention 
of Crime Act, 1908, pleads guilty to the ‘* crime,” but not guilty t 
being a habitual criminal, the jury may be sworn as if to try a 
misdemeanour whether the original crime be a felony or a mis- 
demeanour. But if the crime to which he has pleaded guilty be a 
felony there is no objection to the jury being sworn as if to try a 
felony. 

Unless objection is taken by or on behalf of a prisoner who is being 
tried for being a habitual criminal that there has been no consent of 
the Director of Public Prosecutions to that charge pee included 
in the indictment pursuant to section 10 (4) (a) of the Act, that consent 
need not be proved on the trial before the petty jury. It will be 
deemed that the clerk of the court has satisfied himself that such 
consent has been duly obtained before the bill was sent in to the 
grand jury. If such objection is taken at the trial the consent must 
be proved, but strict proof of the signature of the Director is not 
necessary. It will be sufficient if a witness states that he has received 
the consent in the ordinary course of correspondence with the Director. 

Proof must be given by sworn evidence that the proper officer of the 
court has received the ‘not less than seven days’ notice” that it is 
intended to insert in the indictment a charge of being a habitual 
criminal pursuant to section 10 (4) (b) of the Act. Such notice mean 
seven clear days’ notice before the grand jury find a bill. As to the 
‘*not less than seven days’ notice’’ (seven clear days) to the offender, 
that also must be proved, but it may be proved by secondary evidence ; 
it is not necessary first to have served upon the offender a notice to 
produce the *‘ not less than seven days’ notice.’’ Evidence of the thre 
convictions for a crime since the offender was sixteen years of age 
pursuant to section 10 (2) of the Act cannot be given at the trial unless 
these convictions were specified in the ‘not less than seven days’ 
notice’’ to the offender. By section 10 (4) (b) of the Act this notice 

shall specify the previous convictions and the other grounds upon 
which it is intended to found the charge.” These grounds must be 
stated not in the words of the stdtute—i.e., ‘‘that you are leading 
persistently a dishonest life or ‘‘ that you are leading persistently a 
— life”’; they must be specified—e.g., ‘‘ that you are a habitual 

ssociate of thieves,” or ‘‘that you are doing no work and have no 
vieible means by which you are earning an honest livelihood.” But, 
comatil, where aman commits the crime on which he is convicted of being 
a habitual criminal very shortly after his release from prison after his 
last conviction and his previous convictions follow close upon each 
other, it may be sufficient merely to state in the notice the offender 
previous convictions. At all events, in such a case the Court of 
Criminal Appeal will not quash the verdict on the ground that the 
notice is insufficient. 

In proving that an offender is leading persistently a dishonest o1 
criminal life pursuant to the terms of section 10 (2) of the Act, the 
evidence against him must be brought up to date. But such evidence i: 
not limited to the period subsequent to the last of the three convictions 
mentioned in that sub-section. 

T'o prove that an offender since attaining the age of sixteen years 
hus at least three times previously to the convictions of the crime 
charged in the indictment been convicted of a crime pursuant to 
section 10 (2) (a) of the Act, there must be some proof of the age of 
the offender. The jury can see the prisoner, and this view may be 
sufficient. If it is not, there must be evidence of his age. But, 
semble, proof of his age.would be sufficient if the governor of the gaol 
produced the calendar and said: ‘‘I cannot recollect whether I 
examined this man myself ; but in the course of our procedure, the mau 
when he comes into gaol gives his age, and this age stated in the 
calendar is what was given to me as his statement of his age.”’ 

Where a man is being tried on an indictment for a crime, and foi 
being a habitual criminal, and he is convicted of the crime, the 
sentence of penal servitude passed upon him for the crime need not 
and should not be pronounced before he is tried for being an habitual 
tf rim Saal, 

This was a case stated by the chairman of the Quarter Sessions fo 
the County of Worcester for the consideration of the Court of Criminal 
Appeal under section 20 (4) of the Criminal Appeal Act, 1907. The 
points raised by the case stated will be seen from the head-note and 
from the judgment of the court delivered by Channell, J. (infra). By 
section 10 of the Prevention of Crime Act, 1908 (8 Ed. ie c. 59), 
‘Where a person is convicted on indictment of a crime, committed 
after the passing of this Act, and subsequently the offender admits 
that he is or is found by the jury to be a habitual criminal, and the 
court passes a sentence of penal servit sie, the court, if of opinion 
that by reason of his criminal habits and mode of life it is expedient 
for the protection of the public that the offender should be kept i 
detention for a lengthened period of years, may pass a further sentence 
ordering that on the determination of the sentence of penal servitude 
he be detained for such period not exceeding ten or less than five 
years, as the court may determine, and such detention is hereinafte) 
referred to as preventive detention, and a person on whom such a 
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sentence is passed shall, whilst undergoing both the sentence of penal 
servitude and the sentence of preventive detention, be deemed for 
the purposes of the Forfeiture Act, 1870, and for all other purposes, to 
be a person convicted of felony. (2) A person shall not be found to 
be a habitual criminal unless the jury finds on evidence—(a) that since 
attaining the age of sixteen years he has at least three times previously 
to the conviction of the crime charged in the said indictment been 
convicted of a crime, whether any such previous conviction was before 


or after the passing of this Act, and that he is leading persistently | 


a dishonest or criminal life; or (6) that he has on such a previous con- 
viction been found to be a habitual criminal and sentenced to preven- 
tive detention. . (4) In the proceedings on the indictment the 
offender shall in the first instance be arraigned as to so much only of 
the indictment as charges the crime, and if on arraignment he pleads 
guilty or is found guilty by the jury, the jury shall, unless he pleads 
guilty to being a habitual criminal, be charged to inquire whether he 
is a habitual criminal, and in that case it shall not be necessary to 
swear the jury again: Provided that a charge of being a habitual 
criminal shall not be inserted in an indictment—(a) without the con- 
sent of the Director of Public Prosecutions; and (b) unless not less 
than seven days’ notice has been given to the proper officer of the 
court by which the offender is to be tried, and to the offender, that 
it is intended to insert such a charge; and the notice to the offender 





shall specify the previous convictions and the other grounds upon | 


which it is intended to found the charge. . . . (6) For the pur- 
poses of this section the expression “‘crime’’ has the same meaning 
as in the Prevention of Crimes Act, 1871, and the definition of 

‘crime’ in that Act, set out in the schedule to this Act, shall apply 
accordingly. 

CHANNELL, J.—It is to be observed in the first instance that it is 
somewhat unfortunate that in an Act of Parliament of this kind more 
care was not taken either to provide for the machinery by which the 
proof was to be given upon these various points or, to do what, of 
course, is so very often done in modern Acts of Parliament, namely, 
to provide for rules to carry it out. Rules might have been made 
which would have provided for almost all the difficulties which have 


been suggested in this present case, and which have been suggested | : iar mes : 
gg I : . : 88 ' is of opinion that that would not be sound; it is a notice to the court 


probably to almost all the judges who have been sitting for criminal 
work since the Act came into force. But, of course, we have got 
to deal with the Act as it stands and to give the best judgment we can 
upon the points which, unfortunately, have arisen, although, as I 
have said, it is somewhat unfortunate that they should have had to be 
brought before this court, because they are all matters which could 
have been provided for quite easily in the Act, and if there is any 
real difficulty upon them could be provided for now by a supplementary 
Act or by an Act authorizing rules to be made under the Act. Now, 
dealing with the questions in the order in which they appear in the 
case stated from the Worcestershire Quarter Sessions. The first ques- 
tion of the law stated there is: ‘‘ Was the direction that the jury 
should be sworn as in cases of felony when the charge to which the 
prisoner had pleaded guilty in the indictment was felony correct, or 
how should the jury be sworn?’’ The court is clearly of opinion 
that there was no objection to the course taken in this case of swear- 
ing the jury as if for felony. The effect of it was to give the prisoner 
challenges upon this point, but if it is of any importance, it is of 
very little importance really, how the jury should be sworn in the 
comparatively few cases where the prisoner pleads guilty to the first 
charge against him but pleads not guilty to this additional matter, 
namely, that he is a habitual criminal. It is not a matter of very 
great importance, but we all think that the argument of Mr. Muir is 
correct, that this is not, in itself certainly, a felony, that it is merely 
a sort of issue or a fact to be proved, and that it would be sufficient 
to swear the jury in the ordinary way as for misdemeanour only in 





for instance, who has been in correspondence with the Director of 
Public Prosecutions, says: ‘‘1 received this in ordinary course, and 
I believe it to be signed by the Director of Public Prosecutions ’’—in 
the ordinary way, of course, we all know there is a solicitor in the 
country instructed to prosecute, and who is conducting the prosecutiou 
—and sometimes he is the agent of the Public Prosecutor, if it is a 
case prosecuted by the Public Prosecutor. Now, he has got to get 
this consent of the Public Prosecutor, and in our view it is sufficient 
if he proved that he has been in correspondence with the office of the 
Public Prosecutor, and he has got this document in the regular and 
ordinary course, and to the best of his belief it is the genuine docu- 
ment. This decision will enable proof of the consent to be given in 
the great majority of cases without much trouble. All that the court 
says is that there must be some kind of proof of it, but it need not neces- 
sarily be the proof of somebody who says I have seen the gentleman 
write, which, in the old-fashioned days, at any rate, was the technical 
way of proving the signature. Of course, the way that Mr. Muir sug- 
gested, namely, the proof of the witness previously writing a letter ask- 
ing for the consent, and the consent coming in answer to the letter, would 
be one method of proof—one of the ways which I have indicated in 
somewhat more general terms. What the court says is that there 
must be some kind of proof of the consent, but it need not be proof 
of a person whu is able to say : ‘‘ 1 have seen the gentleman write, and 
in that way know his handwvriting.”’ 

The next question is : ‘‘ Was it necessary that the clerk of the peace 
should be called and sworn to produce the original notice sent to him 
by the Public Prosecutor?’’ It was not necessary that the clerk of 
the peace himself should be called to do it, but there must be some 
proof of the receipt of the notice. It may be, of course, by an officer, 
a clerk to the clerk of the peace, somebody in his office, it may be by 
the person who gave the notice, but in some shape or another it is a 
matter of evidence, it is a fact to be proved. Under the terms of the 
statute the indictment may not be presented unless it is proved, and 
it has got to be proved by the sworn evidence of somebody. A sug- 
gestion was made, I think by me, in the argument that this might 
possibly be treated as a part of the records of the court, and upon 
its production it might, as it were, prove itself, but I think the court 


| rather than a document of the court itself, and it has to be proved. 





the cases when it arises. But certainly there is no objection to | 


swearing the jury as for felony when the principal charge is felony. 

The next question is stated in a way that only relates to this par- 
ticular case, but it is agreed that it is intended to include in it a 
much more general case. The question, as stated in the case, is: 
“Was it necessary that the whole of the letter and all the contents 
received by the chief constable from the Director of Public Prosecu- 
tions should be put in evidence or could one of the inclosures be put 
in evidence without the rest? ’’ It is very clear that it was not neces- 
sary, if you have only got the document that was inclosed, and if 
you have got proper proof of that it was quite unnecessary to put in 
the letter which did inclose it. But, of course, in the particular 
case it was that letter which inclosed it which apparently was to be 
used as the proof of the document, and that it is which raises the 
more general question as to how the particular document, that is, the 
consent of the Director of Public Prosecutions, should be proved. 
Now the court is of opinion that it is necessary to have some proof 
that a document produced purporting to be signed by the Director 
of Public Prosecutions was so signed. There happens to be no statute 
authorizing a court to take notice of the signature of the Director 
of Public Prosecutions. If any further Act is to be passed it might 
be very convenient to put it in that shape, but there is none at 
present, and consequently proof must be given of the document, 
but it is not necessary that that proof should be proof by 
somebody who says: ‘‘I have seen Mr. Guy Stephenson write, and I 
know his handwriting, and this is his handwriting.’’ The court is of 
opinion that proof of that kind is not necessary, and we cannot lay 


down any general rule as to exactly what would be necessary in every 


possible case, but in the view of the court it is sufficient if somebody, 





As my lord is good enough to remind me—I was passing it over— 
the date of its receipt cannot be taken from the document itself, and 
it is the date of the receipt that is the important point, and that is 
one reason, and a very important reason, why the fact of the receipt 
has got to be proved because the date of it has got to be proved. 

Then : ‘‘ Was I right in refusing to allow secondary evidence to be 
given of the contents of the notice served upon the prisoner?’’ We 
all think not. It is a general rule that you have not to give notice 
to produce a notice. That is a general rule, I have always understood 
it was, because if you had to give notice you would have to give 
notice to produce that notice and so on ad infinitum, and I think that 
is the foundation of the rule. At any rate, it is an established prin- 
ciple that when you have got to give a notice, and you give it in a 
written document (as you generally do, even if it is not absolutely 
necessary to do so), you have not to give notice to produce that 
notice ; you prove the fact of the notice without doing so. Therefore, 
in this case the learned chairman might have received evidence of 
what that notice served upon the prisoner was without the prisoner 
having had a notice to produce it. That is the answer to question 4. 

Then ‘‘ (5) Was the service of the notice on the 4th of October, the 
sessions being held on the 11th of October, a sufficient notice within 
section 10 of the Act?’’ The words of section 10 (4) (b) of the Act 
on this point are ‘‘ unless not less than seven days’ notice has been 
given to the proper officer of the court.’’ This point is the one which 
I think has given us most trouble: certainly it has given me most 
trouble. There have been, as everyone knows, in fact, decisions upon 
points similar to this which are not exactly in accord. Of course 
they depend upon words of different statutes, so that they may all 
of them be right and yet bring about apparently different results. But 
we have come to the conclusion that the case which is most nearly in 
point here is Chambers v. Smith (1843, 12 M. & W. 2), which was 
referred to by Chitty, J., in Re Lailway Sleepers Supply Co. (1885, 
29 Ch. D. 204), where he reviews all the cases down to 1885. After 
quoting a very considerable number of cases, he refers to Chambers v. 
Smith (supra), where the words in question are ‘“‘ not being less than 
fifteen days,’’ and those are the exact words in this statute, ‘‘ not less 
than seven days.’’ In that case of Chambers v. Smith (supra) the 
court in the first instance came to the conclusion that they come within 
what I think I may say is the ordinary rule, namely, that when you 
have got a number of days specified, they are to be reckoned exclusive 
of one of the days and inclusive of the other unless the days are 
expressed to be clear days. I think that is the real rule, but the 
difficulty in all the cases is to see whether the words of the particular 
statute, which you have got before you, do mean clear days. In tie 
case of Chambers v. Smith (supra) the court, after having in the first 
instance thought that the words ‘‘ not being less than fifteen days ”’ 
were to be construed in the ordinary way, one inclusive and the othei 
exclusive, on reconsideration come to the conclusion that they were 
to be construed in this way that ‘‘ not being less’? meant ‘“ clear 
days.’’ That being the statute upon which the words are nearest to 
the present one, we come to the conclusion that in this statute ‘‘ not 
less than seven days ’’ means seven clear days, and we so answer that 
question. It follows, I think, that in this particular case the notice 
was an insufficient one. 
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Now we come to the question 6, which is probably the most important 
of the questions in this ca far as the merits of this particular 
case are concerned. That is: ‘‘ Was the conviction dated the 22nd of 
October, 1900, or the other convictions proved admissible in evidence, 
there being no evidence to show that they were the convictions men 
tioned in the notice? Now, of the difficulty arose in conse- 
quence of the chairman having e3 the 
notice that was served upon the prisoner. was 
before the court no evidence of what convi 
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course, 
evidence of 
there 
notice, 


cluded secondary 
The result was 


tions were in that 


and, therefore, there was no evidence that this particular conviction 
which was mentioned, which it was proposed to prove against the 
prisoner, was a conviction of which he had had the requisite notice. 
This giving of the notice to the prisoner is undoubtedly a very im 
portant matter, which must have been deliberately introduced into 
this Act of Parliament for the protection of the prisoner, and in 
order that he might know what the convictions were that it was 


{ 


proposed to prove against him and to give him time, if he alleged 
that he was not the who had onvicted, to make 
inquiries about it and generally to prepare his defence upon the point. 
This matter, of course, only arises in rticular case; it is not 
«x matter of general application, but upon facts of this particular 


man been so some 


this pa 
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case it is quite clear that) those convictions could not have been proved 
against this prisoner because there was no evidence that he had had 
notice that they were going to be so proved 

Now the question i Was it necessary to pi that notice was 
given to the prisone} of the evidence t be called t prove that he 
was leading a persistently dishonest or criminal lif Che provision 
of the statute upon that is ‘‘ unless 1 less than seven days’ notice 
has been given to the offender that is intended to meet such a 
charge . . . and the notice to the offender shall specity the pre 
vious convictions and the other grounds upon which it is intended to 
found the charge.’’ The charge against him of being a habitual 
criminal is not to be found against him u the ju find on evidence 
that since attaining the age of sixteen years he has been three times 

















convicted, and that he is leading persistently a dishonest or criminal 
life. Those are the ordinary matters. TT] is a separate sub-section 
of the section: ‘‘ Section 10 (2) (1 That he } n such a previous 
conviction been found to be a habitual in and sentenced to pre 
ventive detention.’’ That is a matter which would not often arise. 
it cannot arise at present, it cannot ise for some three vears since: 
then it may have to be considered. As to this point the court is 
clearly of opinion that there is no ol ion to state the evidence, 
and that if you treat this question literally. vas it necessary to prove 
that notice was given to the prison f the evidence to be called to 
prove he was leading a persister es criminal life,’’ that 
is not wanted. But what has to d to state the ground upon 
which it is intended to found the charge: 1 the yurt is of opinion 
that that must be given in a real and substantial form, that he must 
be told the grounds and that it is not sufficient to We propose 
to prove that you have been persiste d li nest! life o1 
that you have been persistently leadi riminal lif Nha. sietin 
tion between these tw cases put by M Mou is that man mav have 
been leading a criminal life b u he constat ommitting 
assaults or something of that s vithou lead lishonest life 
I am not at all sure that that is wl meant | he conjunction 
of those words in the statute; but whether that so or not in the 
opinion of the court, it is not a ient g d ivy that what 
we mean to say is that you were dishonest or what we mean to say 
is that you were riminal withe bei ry ( t Che crounds must 
be stated, only they must be st | ceneral \ grounds, and 
not as evidence, for instan t \ ive a habitual associate 
of thieves,’’ ‘‘that you are doing no k and have no visible means 
by which you are earning an honest hood, that you are 
doing now the very same thing that you did years ago and were 
convicted for.’’ I should think, to take Mr. Mui case of a man 
who committed an offence immediately he got out of the prison gates, 
that it would be sufficient to sav that charge you with being a 
habitual and persistent criminal, because the very moment that you 
came out of gaol you committed tl n¢ ffence that you are now 
charged with.’’ But, whatever it is that is proposed be relied upon, 
the grounds must be stated in some nera and it is not sufficient 
merely to say in the words of the statut ve are going to prove that 
you are what the statute says you must be that you are convicted. 
The eighth question is : Was I right in admitting evidence of the 
prisoner’s dishonest or criminal life previous to the la onviction, 01 
should the evidence be « fined t pl ing that t prisoner was 
leading persistently dishonest 01 il life since his release from 
prison after his last cor N , what has t he proved is 
that he is leading persistently a dishones criminal life. That is, 
the evidence against him m be b rht down to date—that is the 
important thing, and that is necessary: but upon the neral question, 
whether you can go back to prior events and his prior life, that, as my 
Lord has pointed out during the argument. must depend in each 
case on the facts of each case It is somewhat similai not so 
important, of course—to the questi vhich constantly arises nowadays, 
whether in proof of one offence you can give evidence which involves 
that the person has committed ther offence. This point is very 
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prove that he is now, at this present time, doing precisely what he 
used to do when, beyond doubt, he was a riminal: and 
consequently we cannot say as a general m iat evidence of 
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something of his way of life prior to his last conviction is inadmissible, 
If you had only got that it would not prove the issue, that is quite 
clear; but it may be a step towards proving the issue. Therefore, one 
cannot say that it is necessarily inadmissible. 

Then: ‘‘ Was it necessary that evidence should be prove 
that the prisoner was over sixteen when the first conviction took 
place?’’ Now, in order to bring the man within the provisions of 
this statute, it has got to be found against him by the jury that he 
has been convicted of a crime three times since he was sixteen years 
of age. As that has got to be proved before the jury, they must find 
it. I mean, as it has to be found by the jury, they must find it in 
a proper way; but there may be cases where there is no possible doubt 
about the matter. The convictions proved against the prisoner, three 
in number, may have all been in the last year, and it may be perfectly 
that prisoner is very considerably over 
sixteen years of at the present time, and, therefore, must have 
been over sixteen t yea when he had those previous convictions, 
Therefore, there are cases where there is not the slightest difficulty 
about this point, but somehow or other his age must be proved. And 
prisone is of an age to make it doubtful whether he niay 
not have been under sixteen at the date of the first conviction which 
is put in against him, then you want some kind of evidence of his 
But the fact that the prisoner has stated that he is a particular 
time will be sufficient ; that will be evidence against 
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him. Therefore, dealing with the point that we should usually use 
as a practical test—namely, the age that is stated in the calendar, 
that entry is made from statements made by the prisoner himself. 
[ think, as I understand the practice, the governor of the gaol is 





responsible for the calendar, and that that is equivalent to saying 
that the prisoner gave his age at such an age; but in all cases where 
the jury would not be prepared to act upon their view in the matter 
it seems to us that that has be proved. If the governor of 
the gaol were to and say: ‘‘I cannot recollect whether I 
examined this man myself, but in the course of our proper procedure 
the man, when he comes into gaol, gives his age, and this is what is 
given to me as his statement,’’ I am inclined to think that would do, 
official comes and says this is the age reported to us as 


got to 


come 


because the 


the prisoner’s age by himself, and that kind of evidence would do; 
but in all cases where the view would not be sufficient, then some 
kind of evidence has got to be given. I think that 7? the answer to 
that question. 

Then ‘Should the sentence on the first count of e indictment 
have been given before the prisoner was placed on his trial as a 
habitual criminal?’’ The court are clearly of opinion that is not 
so; thei very obvious reasons for saying that could not be so. 
The true facts that are going to be proved on this charge of being 


a habitual criminal are 
inquire about 
possible that the statute 


facts that the court always wants to 
before they give the sentence, and it would not be 
could mean that that sentence must be given 


the 


| first. I think that answers the whole of the questions that have been 
put to us in this case. The general result is that the conviction of 
this prisoner as habitual criminal and the sentence of detention 
following it, of course, will be quashed.—CounseL, for the appellant 
R. W. Coventry; for the Crown, R. D. Muir and Oscar Walker 
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Societies. 
The General Council of the Bar. 


ved from page 153.) 

The Council have had under their « 
solicitors inquiring ‘‘ whether there is any 
constitutes a local bar within the meaning of item & 
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of the County Court Scale of Costs.’? The Council replied that, s 
far as they are aware, there is no recognised rule of the profession 
as to what constitutes a ‘‘ local ba within the meaning of that 
item. Although it is no part of the functions of the Council to con 


ne 
rue the provisions contained in the County Court Scale of Costs, 


that in order to constitute a local bar within the 


6, it is reasonable to require that not less than fou 


Council considei 


meaning of item 8 
practising members of the bar willing to accept briefs in the county 
locality. [The following is item 


court, should occupy chambers in the lo: ing 

86 :—‘‘ In the cases mentioned in order LIII., rule 8, when there is 
no lacal bar in the court town or within twenty miles thereof, a further 
once only, by order of the judge, if in his opinion 














fee may be allowed, 

the maximum allowable on the brief is insufficient, not exceeding 
£2 4s. 6d.”’ ‘‘ Note.—This item is not to be allowed in any court 
within a radius of twenty-five miles of Charing Crosgs.”’ 

Among the questions relating to professional onduct and 
practice is one: J a barrister attending at solicitor’s 
office to inspect documents. The Council have had unde! 
their consideration the following communication We are t- 
ing as solicitors for the defendants in a Chancery action in 
which there are a large number of documents involved. Aftet 
the affidavit of the documents we were asked to give 1] 
spection in the ordinary way to the plaintiff’s solicitors. They 
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informed us, however, that they would be accompanied not only by 
their client, but by their counsel. We demurred giving inspection to 
their counsel ; first, because order 31, rule 15, specifies that the persons 
te whom inspection is to be given are the party giving the notice or his 
solicitor; and, secondly, we thought there was a matter of etiquette 
involved in a barrister coming to a solicitor’s office. The solicitors, 
however, attended with their counsel, and we gave inspection after a 
mild protest, but we should be glad to know whether we ought to refuse 
a similar application to give inspection to a barrister. The 
Council declined to express any view with regard to the _ con- 
struction of order 31, rule 15, but replied that there is no rule of 
the profession which prevents a barrister from accompanying the 
solicitor instructing him upon the inspection of documents in a case 
where in the barrister’s judgment it is necessary in the interests of his 
client that he (the barrister) should personally inspect the documents. 

Another question is: Re the application of retainer rule 20 
to administration actions. The Council have had under their 
consideration the following case :—A counsel who was _ instructed 
in 1901 to appear for certain parties in an administration 
action, and who had appeared for those parties in all pro- 
ceedings in the action until the year 1908, complained that in that 
year a brief on a summons in the action for those parties was accepted 
by another counsel, who gave as‘ his reason for accepting such _ brief 
that he was informed by the solicitors briefing him that there had been 
a change of the solicitors appearing for those parties, and that the 
parties themselves had expressed a wish that the second counsel should 
appear for them in the action. The first counsel desired the ruling of 
the Council as to (1) Whether he was entitled under retainer rule 20 
to the brief in question, and whether the reasons given by the second 
counsel were sufficient to disentitle him to be briefed on behalf of the 
parties on future applications to the court in the action. (2) Whether 
the second counsel would be entitled to accept briefs for those parties 
in subsequent proceedings in the action without his consent. | The 
Council were of opinion that the second counsel received a sufficient 
explanation to justify him in accepting the brief in question and any 
future briefs offered him for those parties without the consent of the 
first counsel. 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE TWO BRANCHES OF THE PROFESSION. 

The Council desire to remind the profession that the Chairman of 
the Council is prepared in conjunction with the President of the Law 
Society to undertake the settlement of differences which may arise 
between the two branches of the profession. Before the matter is 
entertained the parties in dispute are required to sign the following 
memorandum :—‘‘ We, the undersigned, hereby testify our consent to 
leave the matters in dispute between us to be settled by the Chairman 
of the General Council of the Bar, or some member of that Council to 
be named by him, and the President of the Law Society, or some 
member of the Council of that society to be named by him, as they 
think fit, and to abide by their decision.’’ This method of settlement 
was originally adopted at the suggestion of the Law Society, and it is 
believed has on several occasions been of service to the parties. During 
the past year cases have again occurred which the Chairman of the 
Council, in conjunction with the President of the Law Society, has 
thus been able to settle. : 


Law Students’ Journal. 
Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupents’ Desatine Socrery.—December 21.—Chairman, 
Mr. T. B. Harston.—The subject for debate was ‘‘ That the 
action of the House of Lords in rejecting the Budget is not in accord- 
ance with the best interests of the country.’’ Mr. A. O. Harnett 
opened in the affirmative; Mr. A. D. Alexander opened in the nega- 
tive. The following members continued the debate: Messrs. Parry, 
Birch, Shearn, Burgis, Lemon, Rubinstein, Pleadwell, Humphrys, 
H. J. Rubinstein, Jones, and Mattingly. The motion was carried 
by one vote. 








The Oaths Act, 1909. 


Mr. F. A. Stringer, in a letter addressed to the J'imes, gives the 
form of the new oath and method of administering it which have been 
sanctioned by the Lord Chief Justice for use in the Courts of the 
King’s Bench Division of the High Court. They are as follows :— 

Oatus Act, 1909. 
Administering the Oath in Court. 
(Witness. ) 

Officer to Witness: “ What is your name?” 

(W itness having given his name.) 

‘Take the Book in your right hand and raise your hand.” 

(Indicating to the witness by gesture that the hand holding the Book 
be raised. This being done, continue) :— 

‘Repeat after me the following words :—I swear by Almighty God 


matters in question shall be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing 
but the truth.” 
(Jury.) 
Each juryman shall be sworn separately. 

Officer to juryman: ‘‘ Take the Book in your right hand and raise 
your hand.”’ 

(Indicating to the juryman by gesture that the hand holding the 
Book be raised. This being done, continue) :— 

‘* Repeat) after me the following words :—I swear by Almighty God 
that I will well and truly try the issues joined between the parties 
and a true verdict give according to the evidence.” 

(Note.—The words expressing the purpose of the Oath are subject 
to the usual variation for Crown Cases.) 

Mr. Bramsdon, late M.P. for Portsmouth, who was the promoter 
of the Bill, explains that, as it passed the House of Commons, it pro- 
vided that the oath was to be administered by the officer and orally 
assented to by the deponent, but that in the House of Lords the Bill 
was altered, requiring the person taking the oath to hold the New 
Testament in the uplifted hand and to say or repeat after the officer 
administering the oath the words in the schedule. 





Legal News. 


Appointment. 
Mr. Atsert E. T. Jourpary, solicitor, of the firm of Messrs. 
Tweed, Stephen, & Co., Lincoln and Skegness, has been appointed a 
Mr. Jourdain was admitted in 1888. 





| Commissioner for Oaths. 





Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Joun JAMes DumvitLe Botrrerett, ARTHUR PowetL Simon, HENRY 
TeEMPERLEY, and Percy DuMviLite Borrerett, solicitors (Botterell & 
Roche), 24, St. Mary Axe, London. Nov 1. So far as concerns the 
said Arthur Powell Simon, who retires from the said firm. The said 
business will in future be carried on by the said John James Dumville 
Botterell, Henry Temperley, and Percy Dumville Botterell, under the 
style or firm of Botterell & Roche. 

Perecrine Watson and Hersert WitL1AM CHELL, solicitors (Watson 
& Chell), Bury. June 30. The said Herbert William Chell will 
continue to carry on the said business under the said style of Watson 
& Chell. [Gazette, Dec. 24. 


Henry Starkey Coipicorr and JAMES PATESHALL Bowpen, solicitors 


(Coldicott & Bowden), Swan House, Great Swan-alley, London. 
Sept. 30. 
GreorGeE BeaucHamMp Humpureys, JoHn Fawcerr Hirst, and 


Epwarp NATHAN WHITLEY, solicitors (Humphreys, Hirst, & Whitley), 
Halifax and Bradford. Oct. 30. The said John Fawcett Hirst and 
Edward Nathan Whitley will continue to carry on the said business 
under the style or firm of Hirst & Whitley. [Gazette, Dec. 28. 





* . * 
Information Required. 


Georce Rosinson SuHarre.—George Robinson Sharpe, Esquire, of 
180, Piccadilly, W., and the East India Club, St. James’s-square, S.W., 
formerly District and Sessions Judge in South Malabar, India, who 
died on the 25th November, 1909. Any person having in his possession 
a will of the above-named George Robinson Sharpe is requested to com- 
municate with Nicholson, Patterson, & Freeland, 2, Princes-street, 
Storey’s-gate, Westminster. 





General. 


Mr. Justice Andrews is stated to have resigned his seat on the 
3ench of the Irish King’s Bench Division, to which he was appointed 
in 1882. It is stated that it is not intended to fill up the vacancy. 

We are authorised to state, says the J'imes, that the writs for the 
General Election will issue from the Crown Office on Monday, 
January 10, and that previous announcements giving an earlier date 
were incorrect. The date of the issue of the writs will thus corre- 
spond with the date in 1906, when they issued on the second Monday 
in January. By February 1 all but four of the results will have been 
declared, and by February 15, with the result of the Orkney and 
Shetland contest, the elections will be over. 

A report of a singular case tried on December 26, a hundred years 
ago, is given in the J'imes of the 27th ult. :—The King and the Lord 
of the Manor of Holdernesse.—A cask of wine was floated on 
shore on the coast of the Manor of Holdernesse. The Coast Bailiff 
and some Custom House officers, on hearing of the stranger’s arrival, 
went immediately to pay a complimentary visit. The officers laid 
hold of one end of the cask, and said, ‘‘ This belongs to the King ’”’; 
the Bailiff laid hold of the other end, and said it belonged to the 





that the evidence I shall give to the Court (and jury) touching the 


Lord of the Manor. . . Both parties remained inflexible, and the 
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officers . proposed that the wine should be put into a small hut; 
but the Bailiff, thinking it safer within the Lord’s immediate juris- 
diction, in the meantime removed it to the cellar of the baronial 
chateau. . . The Lord was exchequered—that is, the Attorney- 
General filed his information against him. . . The cause came on 
at York Assizes, and the noise it made was as great as the contested 
election there. All the wine-bibbing Lords of Manors in that and the 
adjoining counties were present, and the court was consequently very 
much crowded. A special verdict was found, which left the question 
for the determination of the Court of Exchequer. It came on to be 
argued. . . The Court took time to deliberate, and, on the last 
day of last term, pronounced judgment that it was a case which the 
Act requiring permits for the removal of wine did not embrace, the 
Act only alluding to wine which had paid duty; that, from the case in 
Vaughan, it was clear that wine, to be liable to duty, must be im 
ported ; that wine, as Vaughan said, could not be imported by itself, 
but must be by the agency of someone else; and that it was in that 
case determined that wine wrecked could not be subject to duty. 
The Lord keeps the wine, and will have to pay an enormous bill of 
costs for the defence of his rights, as in informations by the Attorney 
General, though the verdict is with the defendant, he does not get 
his costs. 


On the 11th ult. Lord Justice Kennedy delivered address at a 
meeting held under the auspices of the Bristol and District Board of 
Legal Studies on ‘‘ The State Punishment of Crime.’’ He said that 
what he wanted to bring before them was to consider the direction 
which punishment should take with regard to prisoners and _ their 
treatment. The wrong-doer ought to suffer for his own sake, and 
the suffering ought to be proportionate to the magnitude or the 
insignificance of his offence. But though the primary principle of 
punishment was the adaptation of suffering to sin, society had othe 
and collateral ends in its infliction. Of these ends, retribution or 
retaliation was certainly not) one. The idea of vindictive punishment 
was, happily, obsolete. Nowadays the practical ends which the 
State sought to achieve in punishing crime—other than capital crime, 
with which it must clearly be understood he was not concerned in 
what he said that night—were two: first. in Bentham’s language, 
the prevention of the commission of similar misdeeds in the future, 
as well by the misdoer himself as by all individuals when at large; 
and, secondly, the reformation of the misdoer himself. For both of 
these objects we had practically but one form of punishment available 
—imprisonment. With regard to the first of the two ends—the pre 
vention of crime by the convict and the deterring of others from the 
like conduct—the punishment was to a certain extent efficacious. The 
convict himself during the term was physically prevented from wrong 
doing, and possibly the experience of the penalty might make him 
afraid of offending in the like way The example of his 
punishment and its consequences might, and in a large number of 
persons did, deter them from subjecting themselves to the like punish 
ment. But how did we stand in regard to the other purpose of 
punishment—the reformation of the convict himself? The convict 
who belonged to the class of skilled workers, unless during his term of 
sentence he could be exercised in his handicraft, must to some extent, 
from want of practice, lose his manual dexterity. And then there was 
the case of the unskilled convict—and more than 72 per cent. of the 
male convicts of last year belonged to that The humanity 
treatment in our prisons—and he rejoiced to know that there was no 
country in the world in which the prisoner was treated so humanely 
and the admirable organisation operated in a sense to 
his moral and material disadvantage on his release. Prison had lost 
its terrors for him, and he had in a vast number of cases, saving the 
deprivation of beer and tobacco, enjoyed more material comfort than 
he ever enjoyed before. The power of continuous effort had been 
lessened rather than increased, and the springs of energy relaxed. 
What he wanted to impress on them was the need for building up 
the prisoner, physically, morally, and intellectually—to inspire him 
with a sure hope that his punishment, with all its sternness of dis- 
cipline, was opening for him a road to the career of an honest, Gud- 
fearing citizen. They wanted to confirm his good resolves, and 
strengthen his determination by making the term of his imprisonment 
depend in large measure on himself. What we did in the present 
circumstances was far from sufficient. What he wished to submit 
was that we should take such steps as would make imprisonment a 
period of regeneration physically, industrially, intellectually, and 
morally. It seemed to him that was a great aim worthy of a great 
nation. He referred to the successful working of the system he had 
see> in America—-at Elmira, in the New York State, and Concord, in 
Massachusetts—and said that at the former 73 per cent. successes 
har been established. What could be done in the States England 
could do, although he admitted there were difficulties. He explained 
the detention system at Elmira, where the inmates were built up so 
that the men some day might be considered fit to rejoin society, and 
they were not allowed to leave until a berth was found for them. 
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The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


Jan. 6.—Messrs. H. EK. Fostzr & Cranrie.p, at the Mart, at 2: Reversions, Life 
Interesta, Shares, &c. (see advertisement, back page, this week). 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, Dec. 24. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep rn C#anozey. 


Agrnatep Baxertes Co (MancuEstER), Lrp (1m Votunrary LiquipatTion)—Creditors 
are required, on or before Jan 31, to sendin their names and addresses, with parti. 
ones of their debts or claims, to Harold Stuart Ferguson, 6, Princess st, Manchester‘ 

iquidator 

Buiacxiock & Davis, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 28, to send in 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to H, B, 
Lewie, 5, Hudson rd, Leeds, liqu:dator 

Lonpon Puysicat Issrirutre, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 23, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to W, B, 
Keen, 23, Queen Victoria st, liquidator 

Pace Pusiisaine Synpicate (tw Votuntary Liqurivation)—Oreditors are requested 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Harold Harcourt, 23, Colmore row, Birminghan, liquidator 

Porttanp Orment Company or Utan, Lro.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 
14, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
F. Watson Smyth, 20, Eastcheap, liquidator. 

Ruopesia Consouipaten, Lip—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 24, to send 
t.eir names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Walter 
Winder, 1, 8t Swithin’s In. Birkbeck & Co, solors for the liquidator 

Sanitary Appiiances Syypicarz, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 10, 
directed to be heard Jan 12. Groos, 30, Fleet st, solor for the petners. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
Jan 1 

Vivip Synproats, Lrp—Petn for winding-up, presented Dec 20, directed to be heard 
Jan 12 Howard Rumney, 12, Craven st, Strand, solor for the petner. Notice of 
avpearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
Jan ll 

Wituusms Butxstry Arms Hore Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before 
Jan 12, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Mr Henry Steele, $8 and 40, Lloyd st, Manchester, liquidator 


London Gazette.—Tvurspay, Dec. 28, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitgep 1n CHANCERY. 


Ramre-Woot anp Fiocx Mitts, Ltp—Creditora are requested, on or before Jan 10, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, 
to George Stan hope Pitt, 140, Leadenhall st, liquidator 

S. ILiurpce & Son, Lrp—Creditors are reqaired, on or before Feb 7, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Robert Hope 
Johnston, 47, Queen st, Wolverhampton. Wearing, Wolverhampton, solor to the 
liquidator 

Guiaueeeee Suprr.y Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 16, directed to be 
heard Jan 12. Paines & Co, 14, St Helen's pl, solora for the petners. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
Jan 

Untversat Gas Meraane any Buisson Hetta Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on 
or before Jan 31, to send in their names and addresses, and parcicalars of their 
debts or claims, to Robertson Lawaon, 34, Old Broad st. Stephenson & Co, Lomoard 
st, solors for the liquidators 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette.—Furpay, Dec. 24. 


Pranewne, Ltp. 
W. Ratuer & Uo, Lrp. 
Jouw Mitwe & Co (MancuesteR), Lrp, 
Branco, Ltr. 
AnGLo-ContiNENTAL Goup Synpicare (1899), Lrp (ReconsTauctiog). 
Dotca Guranwa Concessions, LTD. 
PRINTSELLERS’ ASSOCIATION. 
BertrsH Aquatic Exursitiows, Lrp. 
Tae Bourne Devine AND VENTILATING Co, Lap, 
Tarkwa Mat Rezp, Lro. 
Hemmines Got Co, Lro. 
Mazza Separators Co, Lrp. 
Lonpon Payiicat Inertrurs, Lrp. 
W. Watiine & Bon, LD. 
New VicroriAn ConsoLtpATED GOLDFIELDS, Lrp. 
Easrspourne Maexer Co, Lrtp. 
Samson Steet Batts, Lav. 
Franxtin, Ipptss & Co, Lrp, 
IpgaL Fur Co, Lrv. 
Supgsrxseaters, Ltp, 
Pampa Estancia Co, Lrp. 
PortLanp Ormewt Uo or Uran, Lrp. 
Raopesra Concessions, Lrp. 
London Gazette.—Tuxrspay, Dec. 28. 
West Areican ManvuvacturinG AND Devetorment Co, (1901), Lip. 
Grorce Warren & Co, Lrp. 
SurroLk Trust Co, Lrp 
Viciorta Mutvan Assurance Socrery, Lrp. 
Brapsury’s Parent Dritt Saarrener, Lrp. 
Fisetwoop Ice Co, Lrp. 
CaEPonTBREN CoLLigsry Co, LTp. 
NortHern Covustizs Ciuss Association, Lrp. 
Atma Cxvs, Lrp. 
Aneto-Iratian Bank, Lrp. 
Mertzirr & Co, Lrp, 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Dec, 24. 
Coss, Ausert Lesiuiz, Weymouth st, Portland pl Feb 1 Tapeten Industrie Actien 
Gesellechaft vy Cobb, Joyce, J Cowland, College hill, Cannon st 
Srpiey, Emma, Camberiey, Surrey Jan 31 Edward Kiteley & Son and Another v 
Keys, Judge in Chambers Dudley, Camberley 
London Gazette.—Tusspay, Dec. 28. 
Frowers, Hewry Zacwanran THOMPSON, Norwich Jan 31 
Warrington and Parker, JJ Culley, Norwich 
+ 
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— 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Dec. 21. 


ApeyspeRG, Simon Henny, Bradford Janl Gordon & Co, B adfork 
Biackmore, Kezta. Seaton, Devon Dec 31 Tweed & Son, Honiton : ; 
Brooxe. Eveanor Frances pg Capel, Hyde Park sq Feb1 Long& Gardiner, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 
Buss, EvizaBeTH, East Farleigh, Kent Jan25 Ellis, Maidstone 
Cantt, Ravpu, Salisbury, Wilts Jan 31_ Weston & Co, Manchester 
Cotz, Rosa Exxen, Ilfracombe, Devon Jan 31 Hopper & Siee, Ilfracombe | 
Cottyer-Bristow, Anprew A.rerp, Beddington Place, nr Croydun, Solicitor Feb 16 
Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford row 
Dates, Sopn1a Amevia, Kingston upon Hull Jan2i T & A Priestman, Hull 
DaguixcTon, Taomas, Frome, Somerset Jan 22 Adcock, Birmingham : 
Deax, James, Ancoats, Manchester, Builders’ Merchant Jan 16 Leak & Pratt, Man- 
chester 
Exp, Mary Howarp, Leamington Jan 22 Rowley & Co, Birmingham 
Gipert, CHARLES Heseiton, Bagshot, Surrey Jan 31 Hepworth & Co, South pl, 
Finsbury 
Greexwoop, RicHarp, Shap, Westmorland, Clogger Jan 31 Cant & Fairer, Peorith 
Hizuer, Exviza Stuart, York rd, Kiog’s Cross Jan 31 Pearce & Sons, West Smith- 
field 
Jonystox. Rosert, York, Builder’s Merchant Jan29 Kay, York 
Keays, Witisam Turney, Sussex gdns, Hyde Park Jan17 Kingsford & Co, Essex 
at, Strand 
Kumuer, Josaea, Atherfold rd, Clapbam March 21 Veasey & Co, Queen st 
Kyow.es. Peter, Golborne, Lancaster, Farmer Jani5 Jackson, Wig»n 
Masos, Mary Ayn, King Henry rd, Haverstock Hill Jan 24 Nickinson & Co, 
Chancery In 
Matruew, Tuomas, Smallbridge, Rochdale, Beerseller Jan 17 Wiles & Thompson, 
Rochdale 
Monrrriore, Lesxiz Jacos, Richmond, Surrey Jan27 Emanuel & Simmonds, Fias- 
bury circus 
Muro, Ayn Francis, Kingswood Hill, Gloucester Jan 18 Stanley & Co, Bristol 
Murpuey, Patrick, Manchester Jan 30 Pegge & Billinge, Manchester 
Mvzio, Eowarp, Bournemouth Jan 20 Griftith & Gardioer, St Swithins ln 
Porroy, Taomas Grorct, Bavinsdale, Tanzil, Bavinsdale, Victoria, Greengrocer Jan 17 
Hopgoods & Dowson, Spring gdns 
Procror, Gsorce Bripcsxroxp, Shrewsbury, Salop Jan 31 GR & C E Wace, Shrews- 
bury 
Regp, Marcaret Francis, Hoylake, Chester Jan2l Gill & Co, Liverpool 
Regs, Lizran Constance, South Freemantle, Western Australia Jan 31 Evans & Co, 
Theobalds rd 
Rozerts, Josrru, Ancoats, Manchester, Greengrocer Jan15 Leak & Pratt, Manchester 
Ross, KenneTH Cameron, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester, Drysalter Jan 15 Leak 
& Pratt, Manchester 
Seipy, The Rt Hon Wrii1am Court Viscount, Buckingham gt, Westmiaster Jan 24 
Hills & Co, Queen Anne's gate, Westminster 
Sueprixcton, Mary Lemmens, Manchester, Professor of Singing Jan 31 Dixon & Co, 
Manchester 
Suita, Georce, Pendleton Jan 15 Leak & Pratt, Manchester 
SraickiaND, MarTHa, Pudsey, York Jan2\ Taylor & Co, Bradford 
Ture_rett, Saran, Workington Jan20 Brown & “o, Whitehaven 
Tuarower, Rosert, Strumpshaw, Norfolk, Blacksmith Jan 17 Taylor & Sons, Norwich 
Trtzy, Atrrep, Rupertswood, Devon Feb14 Rowe & Warren, [ifracombe 
Trueman, James Coppen, Swanley, Kent Jan 15 Robinson, Strood 
Wevcamay, Letit1a Buancug, Salcombe, Devon Feb 9 Inskip & Son, Bristol 
Wi.ietts, Cuartes Tuomas, Gravelly Hill,nr Birmingham, Toy Manufacturer Jan 21 
Glaisyer & Co, Birmingham 
Woopvcock, ALFRED, Streatham hill Jan 24 Devonshire & Co, Frederick’s pl, Old 
ewry 
Wortas, Catuerine, Clifton, Bristol Feb8 Burges & Sioa, Bris tol 
Wornens, Grorar Ovper, Lee, Kent Jan31 Ingle & Co, New Broad st 
Wosrruixaton, Tuomas, Mancetter, Warwick Jan 31 Busseil & Son, Lichfield 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Dec, 24. 


Actor, Tuomas, Carleton, nr Poulton le Fylde, Lancs Jan31 Gaulter, Fleetwood 
A.iey, Taomas Freperick, Portsea, Hants Jan18 Taylor & Co, Norfolk st, Strand 





Senne, Bor Wacrer Lomsr, Barford St Martin, Wilts Feb 1 Wilson & Sons, 

alisbury 

Beavroy, Jouy, Birmingham, Cattle Drover Jan31 Baker & Co, Birmingham 

Bensow, Lieut Col Jonny Epwarp, Talgarth mans, West Kensington Feb 28 Read, 
Parliament st 

Bezer, Curarissa, Deal Feb 4 Root, Church rd, Forest Hill 

Butier, Evtex, Bournemouth Jan 2 Mooring * Co, Bournemouth 

Casry, JANE. Harrogate Jan21 Hirst & Capes, Harrogate 

Capg, Farturvt, Payton, Wellington Jan3l Booker, Wellington 

Carpenter, Jonny, Dartford, Jobmaster Jan 20 Baynes, Dartford 

CHak, Seymour Witiiam, Argyle rd, West Ealing, Timber Merchant Feb7 Gowing, 
Finsbury pavement 

Caatreator, WitiiaM, Islington Feb11 Mackrell & Co, Cannon at 

Curistir, Jonx, Southend on Sea Feb12 Baddeleys & Co, Leadenhall st 

Crark. Witt1Am Tuomas, Shakespeare rd, Herne Hill Jan 31 JA& HE Farnfield, 
Lower Thames st 

Corntsn. Epwanp, Bidston, Chester, Solicitor Feb12 Cornish & Forfar. Liverpool 

Davison, Louisa Susannaun, Huddersfield Jan 3t Learoyd & Co, Huddersfield 

Gitmore, Joun Nicuorson, Aintree. Liverpool Jan3l Payne & Co, Liverpool 

Grosoe, CuHarRLas Evexne, Le Havre, France Jan30 Pontremoli, Moorgate st 

Hace, Exizasetn, Hounslow Feb8s Evans & Co, Thecbslds rd, Bedford row 

Hansury, Hanyan Emiiy, Bournemouth Jan 24 Griffith & Co. Newcesstle on Tyne 

Harrison, Wititram, Wolverton, Warwick, Labourer Feb 1 Rowe & Warren, Ilfra- 
combe 

Hewuirt, Janet Marra, Acton Jan21 Snow & Co, Great St Thomas Apostle, Queen st 

Horaatr, Artce, Southport Feb 5 Williams, Southport 

Howe, Rev Ricuarp, Howden le Wear, Duutham Jan18 Jennings, Bishop Auckland 

Huime, Toomas Henry, Sutton within Macclesfield Jan 31 Barclay & Co, Maccles- 
field 

Mancuester, ConsueLo Dowager Duchess of, Grosvenor sq Jan 31 Rawle & Co, Bed- 
ford row 

Martin, James Henry, St Leonards, Sussex Feb1 Mubbard & Shepard, Chancery In 

Pace, Wittiam, Watford Feb 14 Stunt, Chelmsford 

Perrin, Farpericx, Woodbury Down Jan 31 Laytons, Budge row 

Petuicx, Jouy, Plymouth, Contractor Jan19 Bond & Pearce, Piymouth 

Purcsrick. Luewetiyy Fernie, Faraingham, Kent Jan 31 Collias, New sq, Lincola’s inn 

Paiturrs, Ruts Vireisia, Twickenham Jan 29 Kearsey & Co, Cannon st 

Pixe, Farperick, Worthing Jan 24 Verral & Son, Worthing 

Portos, Tuomas Grorce, Bairnsdale, Co Tanzil, Shire of Bairnsdale, Victoria, Green- 
grocer Jan17 Hopgoods & Dowson, Spring gdns 

Pratt, Josrpa James, Portsmouth, Grocer Jan 25 Allen, Portemouth 

Ramssorrom, Ricuarp, Askern, Yorks Feb4_ Brearley & Son, Batley 

Surru, Georor, Bramley, Yorks, Woolsorter Jan 28 Dey, Halifax . 

Toner, Joux, Montague st, Russell sq Jan 31 Thorne & Co. Fenchurch st 

Wetpon, Evizanets, Lytham, Lancs Feb 21 Lonsdale, St Anne’s on the Sea 

Wreupon, Matrurw Bairey, Radcliffe, Lancs Feb 21 Lonsd:le, 8t Anne's on the Sea 

Wickes, Henry, Southend on Sea Jan 3t Bradshaw & Waterson, Finsbury sq 

Witiiams Jesse, Stroud Green Feb 8 Short. Norfolk st, Strand 

Wison, Georce, Torquay March 1 Ware & Wilberforce, York 

Worrers, Georace Ovper, Lee, Kent Jan31 Ingle & Co, New Broad st 


London Gazette.—Tuespay, Dec. 28. 


Baxer, Saran, Burpham, Somerset Feb 7 Board & Stiling, Burnham, Somerset 

Broappent, Evizasera, Weaste, Lancs Jan 25 Addleshaw & Co, Manchester 

Byron, Mary Jane, Malden, Essex Jan 31 Broughton & Co, Great Marlborough st 

Matcoim. Dutrtoy, Scarborough Jan 31 Irvine & Co, Crutched Friars, Mark In 

Exanp, Mary Jane, Doncaster Jan 31 Atkinson & Sons, D ‘ncaster 

Fox, Lacra Caroittne Sopata, Lymm, Chester Jan 31 Davies & Co, Warington 

Garwrar, CHartxs Tuomas, Beckenham Jan 31 Rutter & Marchant, King's Bench 
walk, Temple 

Hontiry. Groree, Weston super Mare Feb 11 Dickinson & Co, Weston super Mare 

LanGuanps, Groner. Liverpool Jan &l Holroyd, Liverpool 

Morrrriore, Lesiiz Jacon, Richmond Jan27 Emanuel & Simmonds, Finsbury circus 

Nienet, KaTHarine Septima, Beckington, Somerset Jan 31 AG & NG Heaven, Bristol 

Orrernoure, Tueresa, Albert court, Kensington Gore Jan 31 Adler & Perowne, 
Copthall av 

Perkins, Et y Evizaneta, Grenville rd, Hornsey Rise Jan 31 Snow & Co, Gt St 
Thomas 4postle, Queen st 

Turnputt, Rosert Avusopp, Stanhope, Durham, Joiner Jan 22 Thompson, Stanhope 
8 O, Co Durham 








Pet Dec20 Ord Dec 20 


Bow es, Groror Inxerman, Cirencester, Grocer Swindon , Davipson, Davip, Cardiff, Clothier Cardiff 


Pet Dec 6 
Ord Dec 21 





Timpeeen> 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Fnipay, Dec. 24. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

BaxFigtp, Francis, Bournemouth, Auctioneer Poole Pet 
Dee 20 Ord Dec 20 

Bartram, Recinatp H, Vernon mans, Queen’s Club gdns, 
Brewer’s Manager High Court Pet Sept 22 Ord 
Dec 21 

Birzarp, Witrexp, Padiham, Lancs, Iron Founder 
Burnley Pet Dec 2U Ord Dec 20 

Borxow, GeorGcr, Brathay, Lancs, Farmer Kendal Pet 
Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 





CHaRLeToN, Peter, Dalton Village, nr Ponteland, 
Northumberland, Miller Newcastle on Tyne Pet Dec 
20 Ord Dec 20 

Corsetr. Huen, Brynmawr, Brecnock, Clothier Tredegar 
Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 20 

Crass, Antoun Tuomas, and Harovp ArtHur Craps, 
Littleport, Isle of Kly, Cambs, Painters Cambridge 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Dee 21 

Creasry, Thomas, Threekingham, Lincs, Farmer Boston 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Dee 21 

Dawson, ARNOLD Granvitte, Thornaby on Tees, York, 
Assistant Teacher in Elementary School Stockton on 
Tees Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 


Dewis, Harry, Little Horton, Bradford, Boot Maker 
Bradford Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 

DicxsoR, Ropert, Fenchurch st, Tailor High Court Pet 
Dec 17 Ord Dee 17 

Epwarps, Davin, Nantymoel, Glam, Cogman 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Dee 21 

Epsom, W E, St Mary Cray. Kent, Provision Dealer 
Croydon Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 22 

Foster, Harny, New Malden. Surrey, Builder Chelms- 
ford Pet Nov18 Ord Dec 20 

Greypox, Wiiu1am, East Boldon, Durham, Tailor Sunder- 

| land Pet Dec9 Ord Dec20 


Cardiff 











THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


2.4, 


BMOORGATE 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 


STREET, LOmMmDPonm, 


EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LICENSED PROPERTY. 





E 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 650 Appeais to Quarter sessions have been conducted under the 
direction ang supervision of the Corporation. 








Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases 


on application. 





or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 
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INSURANCE 


No. 114, Chancery Lane, 











SOCIETY Lr, 


London, W.C. 


BON D6—The Directors desire to specially draw the attention of the Legal Profession to the fact that the Bonds of 





Fire. 


Personal Accident and Disease. 


Workmen’s Compensation, including Oomestic Servants. 


Burglary. 





DIRECTORS— 


this Society are accepted by His Majesty’s Government and in the High Court of Justice, 


Fidelity Guarantee. 
Third Party & Plate Glass. 


CHARLES PLUMPTRE JOHNSON, Esgq., J.P., Chairman (Johnsons, Long & Raymond-Barker), Lincoln’s Inn. 
ROMER WILLIAMS, Esq., D.L., J.P. Vice-Chairman (Williams & James), Norfolk House, Thames Embankment. 


GEORGE WILLIAM BELL, Esq, Albert Road, Regent's Park. 
H. D. BEWES, Esq. (Bewes & Dickinson), Stonehouse, Plymouth. 

y & Co.), Lincoln’s Inn Fields. 
EDMUND FRANCIS BLAKE CHURCH, Esq. (Church, Adams & Prior), Bedford 


Row. 
¥F, E. E. FAREBROTHER, Esq. (Fladgate & Co.), Craig's Court, Charing Cross. 
formerly of Farrer & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields, 
C. W. GRAHAM, Esq, (Lawrence, Graham & Co.), Lincoln’s Inn. 
W. A. T. HALLOWEsS, Esq. (Hallowes & Carter), Bedford Row. 
EDWIN HART, Esq. (Budd, Brodie, & Hart), Bedford Row. 
E. CARLETON HOLMES, Esq. (E. Carleton Holmes, Son, & Fell), Bedford Row. 
FRANCIS REGINALD JAMES, Esq. (Gwynne, James & Son), 
HARRY W. LEK, Esq. (Lee, Bolton & Lee), The Sanctuary, Westminster. 
) LOWE, Esq. (Lowe & Co.), Temple Gardens. 
FREDERICK MORGAN, Esq., J.P. (Saxton & Morgan), Somerset Street. 


L. C. CHOLMELEY, Esq. (Frere, ( holmele 


Sir WILLIAM JAMES FARRER 


DILLON R. L, 


SECRETARY—H. T. OWEN LEGGATT. 


GEORGE L. STEWART, 


Hereford. 


Sir RICHARD NICHOLSON (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Princes St., Westminster. 
WILLIAM NOCTON, Esq., D.L., J.P. (Nocton & Sons), Great Marlborough Street, 
RONALD PEAKE, Esq. (Peake, Bird, Collins & Co.), Bedford Row. 

JOHN DOUGLAS PEEL, Esq, (Morrell, 8on & Peel), Oxford. ; ; 
RICHARD PENNINGTON, Esq., J.P. (Pennington & Son), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 
THOMAS RAWLE, Esq. (Rawle, Johnstone & Co.), Bedford 
J. E. W. RIDER, Esq. (Rider, Heaton & Wigram), Lincoln's Inn. — 

Esq. (Lee & Pembertons), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 

The Right Hon. LORD STRATHEDEN AND CAMPBELL, Bruton Street, 

J. P. TATHAM, Esq. (Tatham & Procter), Lincoln’s Inn Fields. 

R. W. TWEEDIE, Esq. (A. F. & R. W. Tweedie), Lincoln's Inn Fields, 

W. MELMOTH WALTERS, Esq. (Walters & Co.), Liacoln’s Inn. 

Sir HENRY ARTHUR WHITE, C.V.O. (A. & H. White), Great Marlborough Street. 
E. H. WHITEHEAD, Esq, (Burch, Whitehead & Davidsons), Spring Gardens. 

E. TREVOR LL. WILLIAMS, Exsq., Temple Bar House, Fleet Street. 


Row. 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY—ARTHUR E. C. WHITE. 


This Society, consequent on its close connection with, and exceptional experience of the requirements of, the Legal Profession, is able to offer 
special facilities to Solicitors for the transaction of Insurance business on the most favourable terms, whilst it enjoys the highest reputation for prompt 





and liberal settiement of claims. 


Prospectuses and Proposal Forms and full information may be had at the Society’s Office, 


The business of the Society 


is contined to the United Kingdom, and it offers security which cannot be surpassed by any of the leading Insurance Companies. 








Haratson, Grorce, Walkley, Sheffield, Farmer Sheffield 
Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 

Hassat1, Ext, Stalybridge, Chester, Greengrocer Ashton 
under Lyne Pet Dec21 Ord Deo 21 


Toomey, Timoruy, Balsover,! Derby, Music Teacher Ches- 


Henson, Witttam Sypxey, Boston, Lincs, Photographer | 


Boston Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 

Houtry, Atyraep Epwarp, Maesteg, Glam, 
Cardiff Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 21 

Hoimes, Toomas Marspex, Bradford, Grindery 
Bradford Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 

Jackson, Jor.i, Shelley, nr Huddersfield Huddersfield 
Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 

Jopiine, Wittiam, West End In, West Hampstead, Chemist 
High Court Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 

Keicuiry, Harotp Dawson Spence 
Sept 30 Ord Dec 22 

Kivoemay, DC, Hanover sq HighCourt Pet Novy 30 Ord 
Dec 22 

Leappeater, ALBERT Peter, Hogeg's Hill, Crawley, Sussex, 
Cattle Dealer Brighton Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 21 


Labourer 


High Court Pet 


terfield Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 
Vecsey, Anmanp, Belsize park, Haverstock Hill, Musician 
High Court Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 
Waxerietp, Ricuarp, Maidstone, Butcher Maidstone 
Pet Dec 7 Ord Dec 22 


| WALKER, Wituay, Spilsby, Lincs, Builder Boston Pet 


Dealer | 


Marsiorr & Smitru, Sandridge Siding, St Albans, Builders 


St Albans Pet Deci1l Ord Dec 21 

Martuias, Aurrep, Pembroke, Tailor Pembroke Dock Pet 

Ord Dec 20 

Morais, Witi1am, Ford’s Heath, nr Shrewsbury, Farmer 
Shrewsbury Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 

Morrison, Atrrep, Miles Platting, Manchester, Outfitter 
Manchester Pet Dec20 Ord Dec 20 

Nevitte, J B, Old Corn Exchange chmbrs, Flour Merchant 
High Court Pet Oct 14 Ord Dec 22 

Newman, Lypstone 811LGor Mixett, New Broad st, Stock 
Broker High Court Pet Nov 29 Ord Dec 22 

Owen, Ronert, Cefn Glas Shop, Lianfechell, Anglesey, 
General Dealer Bangor Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 

Patser, James F, Kingston hill, Surrey, Architect 
ston, Surrey Pet Nov 27 Ord Dec 21 

Perrer, Faepertok Hexey, Accacia grove, West Dulwich, 
Secretary High Court Pet Oct 21 Ord Dec 22 


BANFIELD, 


King- | 


Porr, Hersert Asuiey, Leagrave, Beds, Piait Salesman | 
| Bowkett, Freperick WituiiaM, Birmingham, Baker Jan 


Luton Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 
Ranpe.zs, James, Mark In, Malt Factor High Court Pet 
Nov 24 Ord Dec 22 
Sanprorp, Frank Jouy, 
Blind Manufacturer 


Newington Causeway, Window 
High Court Pet Dec 22 Ord 


Dec 22 
Sansom & Bisuor, Thames Ditton, Builders Kingston, 
Surrey Pet Nov19 Ord Dec 21 
Suaw, Joun, Castle Donington, Leicester, 
Leicester Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 
BSuertey, Janes, Emgate, Bedale, Yorks, Veterinary 
Surgeon Northallerton Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 20 
Syow, Wiiitam Vioary, Bournemouth, Doctor Poole 
Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 
Srazet, Wititam, Thornton Heath, Surrey, Newsagent 
Croydon Pet Nov 26 Ord Dec 22 


Butcher 





Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 , 
Watiace, Emtty, 8 Shields, Grocer Newcastle on Tyne 


Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 
West, Joux, Twigworth, Glos, Farmer Gloucester Pet 
Dec21 Ord Dec 21 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in 
London Gazette of Dec 7: 


Coopgr, Fraeperick Morcan Hunt, Bradley, nr Bilston, 
Staffs, Literary Agent Wolverhampton Pet Dec 4 
Ord Dec 4 

RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Luoyp, Etter, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester 
chester Rec Ord Augi16 Rese Dec 20 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED AND PETITION 
DISMISSED. 


Situ, Lieut A Frank Austin, Green st, Park In High 
Court Rec UrdOct 2s Pet Aug 12 Rescand Dis Dec 


14 
FIKST MEETINGS. 


Franots, Bournemouth, Auctioneer Jan 3 at 
2.15 Arcade chmbrs (first floor}, Bournemouth 

Barker, Cuarites Henry, Norwich, Baker Jan 5 at 12.39 
Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Bartram, Reeinatp H, Vernon mans, Queen’s Club 
gdns, Brewer’s Manager Jan 7 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Boon, Apert, Harriseahead, Staffs, Builder Jan 4 at 
11.30 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffs 


Man- 


4 at 11.30 Ruskin 
Birmingham 

Cocks, WiLt1am Vicurs, Redruth, Cornwall, Grocer Jan 5 
at 12 Off Rec, 12, Princes st, Truro 

Creasey, Tuomas, Threekingham, Lincs, Farmer Jan 7 at 
2.30 Off Rec, 4and 6, West st, Boston 

Daviss, Jonny Wynne, West Bradenham, Norfolk Jan 1 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Davis, Epwarp, Birmingham, Baker Jan 5 at 11.30 
Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Davis, Frank Nevsox, Whitchurch, Hants, Poultry Farmer 
= 4 at 1 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salis- 

ury 
Davis, Hessert Jonny, Codford St Peter, Wilts, Farmer 
Jan 5 at 11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 


chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, 








Dewis, Harry, Little Horton, Bradford, Boot Maker Jan 
4atl1l Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 


Dickson, Rosert, Fenchurch st, Tailor Jan 6 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
DowetL, JoHN Wittram Harotp, Balsall Heath, 


Worcester, Bedstead Fitter Jan 5 at 12.30 Ruskin 
chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, c—— 

Duyz, WitHe tm, Buckingham st, Strand, Merchant Jan 6 
at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey s* : ; 

Farrag, Rawspen, Roundhay, nr Leeds, Sign Writer 
Jan 3at12 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Gittow, Tuomas, Ramsgate Janl at 11.15 Off Rec, 68a, 
Castle st, Canterbury ; 

Harpine, Nicaovas, Sunderland, Grocer Jan 5 at 3 Off 
Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sunderland 

Harman, Epuram Joux, Walford, Hereford, 
Contractor Jan5at12 2, Offa st, Hereford 

Hensoyx, Witt1am Sypyey, Boston, Lincs. Photographer 
Jan7at3 Off Rec 4and 6, West st, Boston 

Hixxs, Bertram Jonn, Bagington Rectory, Coventry Jan 
7 at 3 Off Rec,8 Highst, Coventry _ 

Hoxtmes, Tuomas Marspen, Bradford, Grindery 
Jan3at11 Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

James, Davip Henay, Newport, Mon, Confectioner Jan1l 
at ll Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

Jopiixe, Witu1aM, West End In, West Hampstead, Chemist 
Jan 7at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Kenwepy, Frep, Liverpool, Fruit Merchant Jan 4 at 11 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Kitsury, Witi1am, New Shildon, Durham, Boot Dealer 
Jan4ati1 Three Tuns Hotel, Durham 

Locxwoop, Eeyxgest Lipparp, Holme Hale, Norfolk, 
Baker Janlat12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich — 

Maguiorr & Surra, Sandridge Siding, St Albans, Builders 
Jan4at12 14, Bedford row 

Maruias, Atrrep. Pembroke, Tailor Jan 7 at 12.45 
perance Hall, Pembroke Dock 

Metokr, Joszpn, Leeds, Trimming Merchant Jan 3 at 11 
Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Mokrzis, Witttam, Fordsheath, nr Shrewsbury, Farmer 
Jan Sat 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 

Moprzison, Atraep, Miles Platting, Manchester, Outfitter 
Jan 5at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Mu.uins, Gustavus Heney Wiuiiam, Ryde, I of W, 
Photographer Jan 3 at 1 Off Rec, 33a, Holyrood st, 
Newport, I of W 

Nevittz, J B, Old Corn Exchange chmbrs, Flour 
Merchant Jan7at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Passer, James F, High Clare, Kingston hill, Surrey, 
Architect Jan 4 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster 
Bridge 

Perper, Atpzrt Tom, Rhyl, Flint, Saddler Jan 6 at 12 
Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

RanpgL_s, James, Mark In, Malt Factor Jan 6 at 12 

Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Drainage 


Dealer 
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Pepper, Faeperick Henry, Accacia grove, West Dulwich, 
Secretary to a Public Company Jan 6 a1 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st : 

SanprorD, Frank Jouy, Rockingham st, Newington 
Causeway, Window Blind Manufacturer Jan7 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Sansom & BisHor, [hames Ditton, Surrey, Builders Jan 
Sat 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Suaw, Joun, Castle Donington, Leicester, Butcher Jan 3 
at12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

SuitH, 
Jan5at12 2, Offa st, Hereford 

Syow, Witum Vicary, Bournemouth, Doctor Jan 3 at 3 
Arcade chmbrs (first floor), Bournemouth 

SomerviLLE, SamugeL Waciace May, Warnford, Bishops 
Waltham, Southampton Jan 1 at 11.45 Bankruptcy 
bldgs (Room 58), Carey st 


Tayton, CHARLES, Weston super Mare, me Jan 5 at | 


11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 


Tarowrer, CHARLES Sipygy, King’s Lynn, Hairdresser | 


Jan 1 atl Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


Waker, Rosert Epwin, Hereford, Electrical Engineer 


Jan5at12 2, Offast, Hereford 


Wa ker, Witu1am, Spilsby, Lincs, Builder Jan 7 at2 Off | 


Rec, 4 and 6, West st, Boston 
Waitt, ALrrep Row.anp, Mangotefield, Professional Golf 
Player Jan5at12 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


BanFig_D, Francis, Bournemouth, Auctioneer Poole Pet | 


Dec 20 Ord Dee 20 

BiezagD, WitreeD, Padiham, Lancs, Iron Founder Burn- 
ley Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 

Boater, Bernard, E Dulwich rd, E Dulwich, Accountant 
High Court Pet Aug7 Ord Dec 21 

Boraow, Groner, Brathay, Lancs, Farmer Kendal Pet 
Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 

Bow rs, Grorer Inxermay, Cirencester, Grocer Swindon 
Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 

CuarLeTon, Peter, Dalton Village, nr Ponteland, North- 
umberland, Miller Newcastle on Tyne Pet Dec 20 
Ord Dec 21 


Coss, Bayarp Grixim, Hollywood rd, Kensington High 
Court Pet Oct 2 Ord Dec 20 

Corsert, Hvueu, Brynmawr,’ Brecknock, Clothier 
Tredegar PetDec7 Ord Dec 21 


Crass, AgTHurR Tuomas, and Harotp Artuur Crass, 
Littleport, Isle of Ely, Cambs, Painters Cambridge 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 21 

Creasey, THomas, Threekingham, Lincs, Farmer Bos‘on 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 21 

Dawson, ARNOLD GRANVILLE, Thornaby on Tees, Yorks, 
Assistant Teacher in Elementary School Stockton on 
Tees Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 

pg TraFrorD, Humpsrey Francis, Bart, South st, Park 
In HighCourt Pet May 26 Ord Dec 20 

Dewis, Haery, Little Horton, Bradford, Boot Maker 
Bradford Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 

Epwarps, Davip, Nantymoel, Glam, Cogman 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 21 

Gross, eye Hyde Park pl High Court Pet Oct 13 

ec 18 . 

Grunpon, WitiiAm, East Boldon, Durham, Tailor Sunder- 
land Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 21 

Hargisoy, Gzorar, Walkley, Sheffield, Farmer Sheffield 
Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 

Hanwoop, Witi1am Cuares Vivey, Fitzjames av, West 
Kensingston, Licensed Victualler High Court Pet 
Dec9 Ord Dec 22 

Hassaut, Ext, Stalybridge, Chester, Greengrocer Ashton 
under Lyne Pet Dec2l Ord Dec 21 

Hewson, Witi1am Sypney, Boston, Lines, Photographer 


Cardiff 


Hewry, Holmer (Without), Hereford, Builder | 





Boston Pet Dec18 Ord Dec18 
Hicaty, Henry, Hulme, Manchester Salford Pet June 29 
Epwarp, Maesteg, Glam, Labourer 


Ord Dec 20 

Hotiey, ALFREB 

ardiff Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 21 

Hotmes, Toomas Marspen, Braoford, Grindery Dealer 
Bradford Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 

Horsey, Ernest Cuirrorp, and ALBERT Percy Horsey, 

Sheen, Surrey, Builders Wandsworth Pet Dec 

2 Ord Dec 20 

Jackson, Joxt, Shelley, nr Huddersfield Huddersfield 
Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 

Jounson, Ricnarp, Thornton Heath, Joiner 
Pet Dec 17 Ord Decl7 

Joptine, Wititam, West End In, West Hampstead, 
Chemist High Court Pet Dec 18 Ord Dac 22 | 


Joutz, J_ C, Waterloo, nr Liverpool Liverpool Pet Noy 


Croydon 








INTERESTS 





LIFE 


REVERSIONS 





(Absolute or Contingent) 
PURCHASED. 


Good prices given for approved Securities. 


LOANS GRANTED 





MORTGAGES 





Proposal Forms 
on 
application. 





| 
| 
| 
Upon Security ot Life Interests, Reversions, &c. 
| 
| 
| 


Upon first-class business or residential property considered. 





BUSINESS CARRIED THROUGH WITHOUT DELAY, 


STAR LIFE ASSURANCE 


SOCIETY, 
82, Moorgate Street, E.C. 
J. DOUGLAS WATSON, F.1.A., Manager and Actuary. 


Assets: 
£6,500,000 








Kixc, Wittiam Cuartes Ricuarp, Erlanger rd, New 
Cross High Court Pet Nov 16 Ord Dec 20 

LeapBeaTer, Abert Peter, Hoggs Hill, Crawley, 
Sussex, Cattle Dealer Brighton Pet Dec 21 Grd 
Dec 21 

Marutas, Atraep, Pembroke, Tailor Pembroke Dock 
Pet Dec 20 Ord ef 

Mituer, Victor Henpert, Oxford High Court Pet Nov 18 
Ord Dec 21 

Morsgis, Witc1aM, Ford’s Heath, nr Shrewsbury, Farmer 
Shrewsbury Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 22 

Moraison, ALFRED, Miles Platting, Manchester, Outfitter 
Manchester Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 

Ouiver, Gitpert Tustin, Jermyn st, St James’, Club Pro- 
prietor High Court Pet Nov 23 Ord Dec 21 

Owen, Rosert, Lianfechell, Anglesey, General Dealer 
Bangor Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 

Reap, Cuagies Carter, Hadbury. Worcester, 
Dealer Birmingham Pet Nov3 Ord Dec 20 

Suaw, Jouy, Castle Donington, Leicester, 
Leicester Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 

Sarriey, James, Emgate, Bedale, Yorks, Veterinary Sur- 

Northullerton Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 22 


Tobacco 


Butcher 


eon 

aon CuaarLes, Durham rd, Manor Park, Kssex High 
Court Pet Oct 9 Ord Dec 21 

Srepman, Sipney Artuus, Camberley, Surrey, Cycle 
Dealer Guildford Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 18 

Toomey, Timotuy, Bolsover, Derby, Music Teacher 


Chesterfield Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 

Trinper, Hursry Joun, Caversham, Builder Reading 
Pet Sept 14 @rd Dec 18 

Waker, Wituiam, Spilsby, Lincs, Builder Boston Pet 
Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 

Watiace, Emity, South Shields, Grocer 
Tyne Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 

West, Joun, Yew Tree Farm, ‘'wigworth, Glos, Farmer 
Gloucester Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 21 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED, 


Swan, Mary, Cheltenham Cheltenham Adjud June 17, 
1905 Annul Dec 16, 1909 

Crort, Tomas Samvugt, Nottingham, Manufacturers’ 
Agent Nottingham Adjud July 6, 1898 Annul 


Newcastle on 





» nut 10 Ord Dec 20 


Dec 16, 1909 





HBstablished is2l. 





THE GUARDIAN ASSURANCE COMPANY, LIMITED, 


HAS ACQUIRED THE BUSINESS OF THE 


TAW GUARANTEE TRUST AND ACCIDENT SOCIRTY, LIMITED, 


in the following Departments :— 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE, PERSONAL ACCIDENT, BURGLARY, 


DIRECT FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL me 


£2,000,000 
Paip-up CAPITAL 


£1,000,000 


AND GLASS. 
£6,400,000 
£1,100,000 


ToTAL FUNDS EXCEED ... 
TOTAL INCOME 


a The acquisition of the important Fidelity Guarantee Department of the Law Guarantee Trust and 
° ccident Society, Limited, places the ‘Guardian ” in the front rank of Companies transacting Fidelity 
hsurance, and as its Bonds are ee pe by the High Court and all Departments of the Government, 


it is in a position to deal promptly wit 


Head Office—trr, 


all business offered to it. 


LOMBARD STREET, LONDON, E.C. 


Law Courts Branch—21, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. 


Telephones—Central 8218; Holborn 446. 





London Gazetle.—Tuxrspay, Dec. 28. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Arxix8, Jonn, Coventry, Cycle Maker Coventry Pet Dec 
22 Ord Dec 22 


Bate, Agtuur C, Grosvenor ter, Camberwell, Draper 
High Court Pet Dec1s Ord Dec 23 f 
Canspa.e, Septimus, Grantham, Lines, Outfitter Notting- 
ham Pet Dec 23 3 

Cuements, Jonxy WiLL1aAm, Montgomery st, Hammersmith, 
General Contraetor High Court Pet Dec 23 Ord 
Dee 23 

Cooke, A, Stoughton, nr Guildford, Baker Guildford Pet 
Decl Ord Dec 22 

Dorwarp, Tuomas Davip KirkcaLpY, and Tuomas ATKIN, 
Middlesbrough, Mineral Water Manufacturers 
Middlesbrough Pet Dec10 Ord Dec 22 

Farrar, Ramspew, Chapeltown, Leeds, Siga Writer Leeds 


Pet Dec 21 Ord Dee 21 

Forueraity, Davip, Holbeck, Leeds Leeds Pet Dec 23 
Ord Dec 23 

Hoxeate, George, South Milford Leeds Pet Dec23 Ord 
Dee 23 


Jones, Bexsamiy, Llandudno Junction, Contractor Ban- 
gor Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 

Keane, Marcaret Frances, Easingwold, Yorks, School- 
mistress York Pet Dee 23 Ord Dec 23 

Martraews, Simeon, Sandyford, nr Stone, Statfs, Farmer 
Stafford Pet Dec23 Ord Dec 23 

Me..or, Josern, Leeds, Trimming Merchant Leeds 
Pet, Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 

Scort, Witt1am Dickson, Edgeley, Stockport, Confectioner 
Stockport Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Carr, Joun Parkinson, Grantham, Artistic Furniture 
Manufacturer JanSati1l Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park 
st, Nottingham 

Cuar.eton, Peren, Dalton Village, nr Ponteland, Northum- 
berland, Miller Jun 8 at 11 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, 
Newcastle on Tyne 

Cooke, A. Stoughtun, nr Guildford, Baker Jan 7 at 11.30 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge ‘ 

Ersox, W E, 8t Mary Cray, Kent, Provision Dealer Jan 
10at 11,30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Foruerait, Davin, Holbeck, Leeds Jan6at11 Off Rec, 
24, Bond st, Leeds 

Hassatt, Ext, Stalybridge, Cheshire, Greengrocer Jan 5 
at3 Off Kec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Hotaarte, Grorce, South Milfurd Jan 6 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

LeappeaTter, ALBERT Peter, Hoggs hill, Crawley, Sussex, 
Cattle Dealer Jan 13 at 10.30 Off ‘Rec, 4, Pavilion 
bldgs, Brighton 

Reeve, Tuomas Water, Lowestoft, Smack Owner Jan 
7at2.15 Suffolk Hotel, Lowestoft 

Staret, Witiiam, Thornton Heath, Surrey, Newsagent 
Jan 10at12 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Waxerie.p, Ricnagp, Maidstone, Butcher Jan 5 at 11 

9, King st, Maidstone 

Watwiace, Emity, South Shields, Grocer Jan 8 at 11.30 

Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Waicat, Feancis, Haswell Moor, Haswell, Durham, Motor 
—-* Jan 12at8 Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sunder- 

lan 


ADJ UDICATIONS. 
Atkins, Jouy, Coventry, Cycle Maker Coventry Pet Dec 
22 Ord Dec 22 


BarrraM, ReatnaLD Hewry, Vernon mans, Queen’s Club 


gdns, Brewer’s Manager High Court Pet Sept 22 
Ord Dec 23 

CanspaLk, Septimus, Grantham, Outfitter Nottingham 
Pet Dec 23 Ord Dee 23 
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Farrar, Ramspex, Roundhay, Chapeltown, Leeds, 
Writer Leeds Pet Dec2i Ord Dec 21 

Forprr, Caarirs James, Liverpool, Glass Merchant Bir- 
kenhead Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 23 

ee 5 Davin, Holbeck, Leeds Leeds Pet Dec 23 


ec 23 

Hoxreatr, Groroz, South Milford Leeds 
Ord Dec 23 

Jones, Bensamixn, Llandudno Junction, 
Bangor Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 

Kranz, Marcaret Frances, Easingwold, Yorks, School- 
mistress York Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 

Martruews, Simzoy, Sandyford, nr Stone, Staffs, 
Stafford Pet Dec23 Ord Dec 23 

Met.or, Josrru, Leeds, Trimming Merchant Leeds 
Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 

Reirer, Max Nouman, Newgate st 
14 Ord Dec 23 

Scort, Witiiam Dickson, 
Confectioner Stockport 


Sign 


Pet Dec 23 


Contractor 


Farmer 
Pet 


High Court Pet Oct 


Edgeley, Stockport, Cheshire, 
Pet Dec23 Ord Dec 23 


LONDON GUARANTEE AND 
ACCIDENT COMPANY (LIMITED). 


The Company’s Bonds are Accepted by the High Court as 
SECURI for RECEIVERS, LIQUIDATORS and AD- 
pESEn STORs, for COSTS in Actions where security 
is ordered to iven, by the Board of Trade for 
OFFICIALS ad the Bankruptcy Acts, and by the Scotch 


Courts, &c., &c. 
Claims Paid Exceed - £1,857,000. 
Workmen’s Compensation and Third Party 
including Drivers’ Risks, 
Fire, 
Plate Glass and 
Insurance, 








Burglary, Lift, Motor Car 


E.C, 


No. 61, St. James’s Street, S.W. 


HEAD OFFICE :—42-45, New Broad Street, 
West End Branch : 


LIVERPOOL REVERSIONARY 


COMPANY, Limited, 
51, NORTH JOHN STREET, LIVERPOOL. 
ESTABLISHED 1878. CAPITAL £200,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities, Annuities and Life Policies 
PURCHASED and LOANS granted thereon 
Interest on Loans may be Capitalised in special cases, 
W. H. COCHRAN, F.C.A., Secretary. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited, 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. OAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans may be Capitalized, 


C. H, CLAYTON, 
¥. H. CLAYTON, 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


(Estasiisnxev 1828), 


Purchase Reversionary Interesta in Real and Personal 
and Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
Advance "Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,525. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
80, COLEMAN STREET, E.C, 


INFANT ORPHAN ASYLUM, WANSTEAD. 


This Institution, as its name implies, is for the recep- 
tion of INFANT CHILDREN, the orphans of persons 
once in prosperity. ‘hey are admitted at the very 
earliest age up to seven, and are clothed, maintained 
and educated until 15 years old. 

The NEXT ELECTION will take place in May, 
to the Secretary for forms of nomination. 
IMMEDIATE AND INCREASED 

NEEDED. 

Annual Subscriptions for one vote at each election, 
10s. 6d. Life Subscriptions for one vote at each election, 
£5 5s, 








Joint 
Secretaries, 








Apply 
SUPPORT IS 


JOHN HILL, Treasurer. 
Commr. HARRY C, MARTIN, R.N., 
Offices : 63, Ludgate-hill, E.C. Secretary and Supt. 


AW.—GREAT SAVING. — For prompt 
payment ~ © per cent, will be taken off the following 





Full Copies per foli : 
PAPKK.—Koolscap, 1a. “per ‘sheet; Draft, 44. ditte; 
Parchment, 1s, 6d. to 3s. 6d. per skin. 
KERR & LANHAM, 16,; Furniyal-street, Holborn, E,O. 














ORIENT CRUISES 
To SUNNY LANDS 


PORTUGAL | by the 8.8. “ORMUZ,” 
7 anc 6,465 tons Register. 
MOROCCO , § 
ALGERIA From LONDON, 
BALEARIC | 25th February to 11th March 
ISLANDS | From MARSEILLES, 
12th March to 8th April, 


GREECE _ 
ASIA MINOR 9th — to 22nd April. 
ARES from 


TURKEY 
EGYPT 
MALTA 13 to 55 Guineas, 
Manacers—F. GREEN & CO., and ANDERSON, ANDER- 
SON, & CO., Fenchurch-avenue, London. For Passage 


apply to the latter firm, at 5, Fenchurch- -avenue, E.C., or 
to the West-end Branch Offi. e, 28, Cockspur-street, 8. WwW. 


TO LOVERS OF LITTLE CHILDREN. * 


WE PLEAD FOR 
200 NEW ANNUAL SUBSCRIBERS 
of 10s. 6d, or 21s, for the work of the 


HOMES FOR LITTLE BOYS, 


Farningham and Swanley, Kent, 








Will you heip us in this grand work of 
TRAINING THE NATION’S 
FUTURE MANHOOD? 


EDMUND 8. HANBURY, Esq., Treasurer. 
J. DIx LEWIS, Esq., J. P., Chairman. 
PERCY ROBERTS, Secretary. 
OFFICES— 
100, Temple Chambers, Temple Avenue, E.C. 














Telephone: 602 Holbora. 
EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


Founpep mm THs Reiex oy Witt1am & Mary, 1689. 


MAKERS. TAILORS. 
To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


LEVEB SUITS IN CLOTH & VELVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners, 


CORPORATION § UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. 


- Sea? en 


Every requisite under the above Act supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 
Suage CERTIFICATES, by oo a yo &c., ved and 
printed. OvriciaL Sxa.s designed and execu’ 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c. 


49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C, (corner of 
Serjeante’ Inn), 








Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed, 


BRAND’S 
Al 
SOUPS. 


Of all Descriptions. 
Finest Quality only. 
Sold everywhere. 





BRAND & CO., Ltd,, MAYFAIR, W. 





YULLEE, HORSEY, SONS, & CASSELL 
11, BILLITER SQUARE, LONDON, E.0. 
Established 1807. 
AUCTIONEERS, VALUERS, AND SURVEYORS 


WHARVES AND WAREHOUSES. 


Telegraphic Address—“‘ Futirz, Horsey, Lowpox.” 
Telephone No. 249 Crrv. 





My ES8B8. HERRING, SON, & DAW, 


AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, VALUERE, 
Sanitary and Mortgage Surveyors, 
12, OLD JEWRY CHAMBERS, E.C., 
and 312, BRIXTON HILL, 8.W. 
(Established 1773.) 
sephod Nos.—* 5964 Bank,” “ 130 Streatham, of 
Telegrams—“ Oldest, London.” 





TO EXECUTORS AND OTHERS. 


STEVENS’ AUCTION ROOMS, 
: ESTABLISHED 1760. 

Frequent Sales are held at these Rooms for the Disposal of : 
ANTIQUE FURNITURE, 
Silver Plate, Jewellery, Books, China, Paintings, ‘ and 
re Scientific instruments, Photographic and 

Optical Apparatus, Machinery, &c. 
Valuations made for all purposes. Sales undertaken in 
Town or Country. Terms, &c., on application to— 
38, KING STREET, COVENT GARDEN, LONDON, W.C. 





TO THE LEGAL PROFESSION. 

THE CONDUIT STREET AUCTION GALLERIES, 

Vy Bees. KNIGHT, FRANK, & RUTLEY 

undertake the SALE of Valuables for the Profession, 

Solicitors having to realise clients’ property are invited 

to consult the = Mn whose three great galleries are opea 
daily. There are no finer rooms or better market in E 

land for the disposal of FAMILY JEWELS, OLD SILV e6, 

do ay prong PICTURES, Engravings, Libraries, Colas, 
Medals, Lace, , Furs, China, ‘Musical Instruments, Stamps, 
Sculy ture, ‘Guns, Curios, Wines, Cigars, and o 

held in private residences and Trade Stocks 

sold on owners’ premises in town or country. Prompt 

settlements. 

VALUATIONS for Fire Insurance, Knight, Frank, & 
Rutley’s signed Inventory and Valuation of the Contents of 
a house is a needful adjunct to all Clients’ Policies. Valua- 
tions for Estate Duty, Division, &c. Sale and Letting of 
Town and Country Properties. Funds always available for 
Mortgagors at short notice. Rating Surveys for Assessment 
Committees. Property Surveys and Dulapidations, &c.— 
The Conduit-street Auction Galleries, 9, Conduit-street, and 
8a, Maddox-street, London 





Treatment of INEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOUSE. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
emen under the Act and privately. 


or Gentl 
For Tout &e., a to 
» Aes, opr. HOGG, M.B.O.B., dee," : 
Medical Superintenden 


Telephone: P.O. 16, BickmansworTs. 





BUNTINGFORD RETREAT AND 


SANATORIUM. 
FOR CENTLEMEN SUFFERING FROM INEBRIETY OR 
ABUSE OF DRUCS. 
Privately or under the Inebriates Acts. 

Two Resident Physicians. 

Terms, 2 to 3Quineas. j mile from Station, G.E.R. 
Telephone : P.O. 8, Buntingford, Telegraphic Address: 

‘‘RESIDENT, BUNTINGFORD,” 





INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 


t: ROBERT SEVESTRE, M.A, 
Medical Attendan' "7 


apply Miss RILEY, or the Princi 
TeLteagRaPHio AppEess: “ MEDICAL, LEIOESTER.” 
N ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION.— 
J) A Startling and Reahstic Tableau, Py Poe 
rod INCIDSNT m TH# SOUTH PULs 6 MXP RDILIO 
@ Lif 


‘elixe Portrait of Lieut, E, H. SHACKLE 
ee Portrait 





TON. THE CHANNEL FLIGHT! 
Model of M. LOUIS BLERIO/’. Also an exact Model to 
scaie of the monoplane used by him, COUNT [ ZEPPELIN, 
&c., &c, Admission 1s.; children under 12, 6d, Open 
9 a.m, till 10 p.m, 





Prompt 


frank, & 
nvents of 
Valua- 
tting of 
a0 or 
sessment 








